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the election likewise be preserved until such 
time as they may be called for by the Senate, 
so that no question may arise as to the char
acter of the evidence which the Senate will 
be called upon to judge. Plaintiff's rights will 
be irreparably harmed if such evidence is 
compromised, for which there can be no 
adequate remedy at law ... Like Humpty 
Dumpty, the seals on the ballots cannot be 
put back together again, if once destroyed. 

"The respective motions to dismiss the ac
tion are therefore each denied, and a prelimi
nary injunction will issue forthwith, as 
prayed for by the plaintiff ... " 

NOTICE OF HEARING ON A 
NOMINATION 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, on next 
Monday, January 25, the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs will hold an 
open public hearing on the President's 
nomination of the Honorabl£ ROGERS 
c. B. MORTON to be the Secretary of the 
Interior. The hearing will begin at 10 
a.m., in room 1202 of the New Senate Of
fice Building. The public is invited to 
attend and any Member of the Senate 
wishing to participate is welcome to do 
so. 

For the information of the Senate, I 
ask unanimous consent that a biographi
cal sketch of Mr. MoRTON be placed in 
the RECORD at this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the biograph-

ical sketch was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

ROGERS C. B. MORTON 

Rogers Clark Ballard Morton, of Easton, 
Maryland; born September 19, 1914, Louis
vme, Kentucky; son of David C. and Mary 
B. Morton; attended public schools and 
Woodberry Forest School, Orange, Virginia; 
graduated from Yale University, B.A., 1937; 
Ballard and Ballard Company, 1939-1951, 
President, 1947-51; Vice President, the Pills
bury Company, 1953-Jan. 1971; elected to the 
United States House of Representatives, 88th 
Congress, in 1962, and re-elected to the 
89th, 90th, 91st and 92nd Congresses; served 
on the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs, 1963-68; Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries, 1963-68; Select Com
mittee on Small Business, 1967-68; Commit
tee on Ways and Means, 1969-present; Mem
ber of the Public Land Law Review Commis
sion, 1965-66 and the President's Commis
sion on the Status of Puerto Rico, 1965-66; 
Member of Board of Visitors, United States 
Naval Academy, 1966-1970; Chairman, Re
publican National Committee, 1969-Jan. 
1971; Army veteran of World War II; Mem
ber, Advisory Board, Air Training Command, 
US. Air Force, 1958-63; married Anne Jones, 
1939; one son, David, and one daughter, Mrs. 
Anne McCance. 

PROGRAM 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in 

accordance with the usual practice, the 

Senate concurring, no business will be 
transacted until after the President de
livers his state of the Union message to
morrow evening. 

DEFERRAL OF DEBATE ON RULES 
CHANGES UNTIL MONDAY 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that deliberation and 
debate on the question of amending the 
rules of the Sena~ be deferred until 
Monday next, and that this deferral 
shall not be prejudicial to the rights 
or the positions of any opponent or pro
ponent of any rules change. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 8 P.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if 
there be no further business to come 
before the Senate, I move that the Sen
ate stand in adjournment until 8 p.m. 
tomorrow evening. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 12 
o'clock and 40 minutes p.m.> the Senate 
adjourned until tomorrow, Friday, Jan
uary 22, 1971, at 8 p.m. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVE,S-Thursday, January 21, 1971 
This being the day fixed by the 20th 

amendment of the Constitution and Pub
lic Law 91-643 of the 9lst Congress for 
the annual meeting of the Congress of 
the United States, the Members-elect of 
the House of Representatives of the 92d 
Congress met in their Hall, and at 12 
o'clock noon were called to order by the 
Clerk of the House of Representatives, 
Hon. W. Pat Jennings. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch, 
D.D., prefaced his prayer with these 
words of Scripture: 

Blessed is the nation whose God is the 
Lord.-Psalms 33: 12. 

0 God and father of us all, whose glory 
is in all the world and whose goodness 
lives in every heart, at the beginning of 
the 92d Congress, we pause in Thy pres
ence to lift our hearts unto Thee in 
prayer. Like our fathers we climb this 
holy hill of our national life and pray for 
clear minds, clean hands, and a creative 
faith as we face the grave responsibili
ties of this new year and accept the 
challenging tasks of this new Congress. 

We commend our Nation unto Thee 
that leaders and people being led by Thy 
spirit may courageously live through 
these difficult days and come to an era 
of enduring peace, lasting prosperity, 
and true brotherhood. 

Hear us as we reverently unite in 
offering unto Thee the prayer of our 
Lord: 

Our Father, who art in heaven, hal
lowed be Thy name, Thy kingdom come, 
Thy will be done on earth as it is in 
heaven. Give us this day our daily bread. 
And forgive us our trespasses as we for-
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give those who trespass against us. And 
lead us not into temptation, but deliver 
us from evil. For Thine is the kingdom, 
and the power, and the glory, forever. 
Amen. 

The CLERK. Representatives-elect to 
the 92d Congress, this is the day fixed 
by statute as prescribed by the 20th 
amendment of the Constitution for the 
meeting of the 92d Congress. 

As the law directs, the Clerk of the 
House has prepared the official roll of 
the Representatives-elect. 

Credentials for the 435 districts to be 
represented in the 92d Congress have 
been received and are now on file with 
the Clerk of the 91st Congress. 

The names of those persons whose cre
dentials show they were elected in ac
cordance with the laws of the several 
States and of the United States will be 
called; and as the roll is called, following 
the alphabetical order of the States, be
ginning with the State of Alabama, Rep
resentatives-elect will answer to their 
names to determine whether or not a 
quorum is present. 

The reading clerk will call the roll. 
The Clerk called the roll by States and 

the following Representatives-elect an
swered to their names: 

(Roll No. 1] 
ALABAMA 

Edwards, Jack Nichols 
Dickinson Flowers 
Andrews, Buchanan 

George W. Bevill 

Rhodes 

ALASKA 

Begich (at large) 
ARIZONA 

Udall 

Jones, 
Robert E. 

Steiger, Sam 

Alexander 
Mills 

Clausen, 
Don H. 

Johnson, 
Harold T. 

Moss 
Leggett 
Burton, 

Phillip 
Mallliard 
Dellums 
Miller, 

George P. 
Edwards, Don 
Gubser 
McCloskey 

McKevitt 
Brotzman 

Cotter 
Steele 

Sikes 
Fuqua 
Bennett 
Chappell, Jr. 
Frey 
Gibbons 

Hagan 
Mathis 
Brinkley 
Blackburn 

Matsunaga 

McClure 

ARKANSAS 

Hammer
schmidt 
CALIFORNIA 

Talcott 
Teague, 

CharlesM. 
Waldie 
McFall 
Sisk 
Anderson, 

GlennM. 
Mathias 
Holifield 
Smith, 

H. Allen 
Hawkins 
Corman 
Cia wson, Del 

COLORADO 

Evans, 
FrankE. 
CONNECTICUT 

Giaimo 
McKinney 

DELAWARE 

Pryor, David 

Rousselot 
Wiggins 
Rees 
Goldwater 
Bell 
Danielson 
Roybal 
Wilson, 

Charles H. 
Pettis 
Hanna 
Schmitz 
Wilson, Bob 
VanDeerlin 
Veysey 

Aspinall 

Monagan 
Grasso 

duPont (at large) 

FLORIDA 

Haley 
Young, 

C. W. Blll 
Rogers, 

Paul G. 
Burke 

GEORGIA 

Thompson, 
Fletcher 

Flynt 
Davis, 

John W. 

HAWAII 

Mink 

IDAHO 

Hansen, Orval 

Pepper 
Fascell 

Stuckey 
Landrum 
Stephens 
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Metcalfe 
Mikva 
Murphy, 

Morgan F. 
Derwinski 
Kluczynski 
Collins, 

GeorgeW. 
Annunzio 
Rostenkowski 

Madden 
Landgrebe 
Brademas 
Roush 

Schwengel 
Culver 
Gross 

Sebelius 
Roy 

Stubblefield 
Natcher 
Mazzoli 

Hebert 
Boggs 
Caffery 
Waggonner 

Kyros 

Morton 
Long, 

Clarence D. 

Conte 
Boland 
Drtnan 
Donohue 
Morse 

ILLINOIS 

Yates 
Collier 
Pucinskl 
McClory 
Crane 
Erlenborn 
Reid, 

Charlotte T. 
Anderson, 

John B. 
INDIANA 

Hillis 
Bray 
Myers 
Zion 

IOWA 

Kyl 
Smith, 

Neal 
KANSAS 

Winn 
Shriver 

KENTUCKY 

Arends 
Michel 
Ralls back 
Findley 
Gray 
Springer 
Shipley 
Price, 

Melvin 

Hamilton 
Dennis 
Jacobs 

Mayne 
Scherle 

Skubitz 

Snyder Perkins 
carter 
Watts 

LOUISIANA 

Passman Long, 
Rarick Speedy 0. 
Edwards, 

Edwin w. 
MAINE 

Hathaway 
MARYLAND 

Garmatz 
Sarbanes 
Hogan 
MASSACHUSETTS 

Byron 
Mitchell 
Gude, Gilbert 

Harrington Heckler, M. M. 
Macdonald, Burke 

Torbert H. Keith 
O'Nelll 
Hicks, L.D. 

MICHIGAN 

Conyers Harvey Ford, 
Esch Vander Jagt William D. 
Brown Cederberg Ding ell 

Gr111lths 
Broomfield 
McDona.id, 

Hutchinson Ruppe 
Ford, Gerald R. O'Hara 
Chamberlain Diggs 
Riegle N edzi Jack H. 

Quie 
Nelsen 
Frenzel 

Abernethy 
Whitten 

Clay 
Symington 
Sullivan 
Randall 

Shoup 

Thone 

Wyman 

Hunt 
Sandman 
Howard 
Thompson, 

Frank 
Frelinghuysen 

Lujan 

Pike 
Grover 
Wolff 
Wydler 
Lent, 

Norman F. 
Halpern 
Addabbo 
Rosenthal 
Delaney 
Bras co 
Chisholm 
Podell 
Rooney, 

JohnJ. 

MINNESOTA 

Karth Bergland 
Fraser Blatnik 
Zwach 

MISSISSIPPI 

Griffin Colmer 
Montgomery 

MISSOURI 

Bolling Hungate 
Hull Burlison 
Hall 
!chord 

MONTANA 

Melcher 
NEBRASKA 

McCollister Martin 
NEVADA 

Baring (at large) 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 

Cleveland 
NEW JERSEY 

Forsythe 
Wldnall 
Roe 
Helstoslti 
Rodino 
Minish 

NEW MEXICO 

Runnels 
NEW YORK 

Carey 
Murphy, 

JohnM. 
Koch 
Rangel 
Abzug 
Ryan 
Badillo 
Scheuer 
Bingham 
Blagg! 
Peyser 
Reid, Ogden R. 
Dow 
Fish 

Dwyer 
Gallagher 
Daniels, 

DomlnickV. 
Patten 

Stratton 
King 
McEwen 
Plrnie 
Robison, 

Howard W. 
Terry 
Hanley 
Horton 
Conable 
Hastings 
Kemp 
Smith, Heney P. 
Dulski 

Jones, 
Walter B. 

Fountain 
Henderson 
Galifianakis 

Andrews, 
Mark 

Keating 
Clancy 
Whalen 
Latta 
Harsha 
Brown 
Betts 
Ashley 

Belcher 
Edmondson 

Wyatt 
Ullman 

Barrett 
Nix 
Byrne 
Ell berg 
Green, 

WilllamJ. 
Yatron 
Wllliams 
Biester 
Ware 
McDade 

StGermain 

Spence 
Dorn 

Denholm 

NORTH CAROLINA 

Mizell 
Preyer, 

Richardson 
Lennon 
Ruth 

NORTH DAKOTA 

Link, 
Arthur A. 

OHIO 

Mlller, 
Clarence E. 

Stanton, 
J. Wllliam 

Devine 
Mosher 
Seiberling 
Wylie 
Bow 

OKLAHOMA 

Albert 
Steed 

OREGON 

Green, 
Edith 

PENNSYLVANIA 

Flood 
Whalley 
Coughlin 
Moorhead 
Rooney, 

Fred B. 
Eshleman 
Schnee bell 
Corbett 
Goodling 
Gaydos 

RHODE ISLAND 

Tiernan 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

Mann 
Gettys 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

Abourezk 

TENNESSEE 

Jonas 
Broyh111 
Taylor 

Ashbrook 
Hays 
Carney 
Stanton, 

JamesV. 
Stokes 
Vanik 
Minshall 
Powell 

Jarman 
Camp 

Dellenback 

Dent 
Saylor 
Johnson, 

Albert W. 
Vigorito 
Clark 
Morgan 
Fulton, 

James G. 

McMlllan 

Quillen 
Duncan 
Baker 
Evins, 

Fulton, Jones 
Richard Kuykendall 

Anderson, 
W111iamR. 

JoeL. Blanton 

TEXAS 

Patman Pickle 
Collins, Poage 

James M. Wright 
Roberts Purcell 
Cabell Young, John 
Teague, Olin E. de Ia Garza 
Archer White 
Brooks Burleson 

McKay 

UTAH 

Lloyd 

VERMONT 

Price, 
Robert 

Mahon 
Gonzalez 
Fisher 
Casey 
Kazen 

Stafford (at large) 

VIRGINIA 

Downing 
Satterfield 
Abbitt 
Daniel, W. c. 

Pelly 
Meeds 
Hansen, 

Julia B. 

Mollohan 
Staggers 

Asp in 
Kastenmeier 
Thomson, 

v.w. 
Zablocki 

Poff 
Robinson, 

J.K. 
Scott 

WASHINGTON 

Wampler 
Broyhlll 

McCormack Adams 
Foley 
Hicks, Floyd V. 

WEST VIRGINIA 

Slack 
Hechler, Ken 

WISCONSIN 

Reuss 
Steiger, 

WllliamA. 
Obey 
Byrnes 

WYOMING 

Kee 

Davis, 
GlennR. 

O'Konski 

Roncallo (at large) 

The CLERK. Is there anyone present 
who failed to respond to his or her name? 

The rollcall discloses that 428 Repre-

sentatives-elect have answered to their 
names. 

A quorum is present. 

ANNOUNCEMENTS BY THE CLERK 
The CLERK. The Clerk wishes to state 

that credentials are on file showing the 
election of the Honorable JoRGE L CoR
DOVA as Resident Commissioner from the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico for a term 
of 4 years beginning January 3, 1969. 

The Clerk also regrets to announce that 
there is a vacancy in the First District 
of South Carolina occasioned by the re
cent death of the Honorable L. Mendel 
Rivers. 

ELECTION OF SPEAKER 
The CLERK. The next order of business 

is the election of a Speaker of the House 
of Representatives for the 92d Congress. 

Nominations are now in order. 
Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Clerk, as 

chairman of the Democratic caucus, I 
am directed by the unanimous vote of 
that caucus to present for election to 
the office of the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives of the 92d Congress 
the name of the Honorable CARL ALBERT, 
a Representative-elect from the State of 
Oklahoma. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Dlinois. Mr. Clerk, 
as chairman of the Republican confer
ence and by authority, by direction, and 
by unanimous vote of the Republican 
conference, I nominate for Speaker of 
the House of Representatives the Honor
able GERALD R. FORD, a Representative
elect from the State of Michigan. 

The CLERK. The Honorable CARL 
ALBERT, a Representative-elect from the 
State of Oklahoma, and the Honorable 
GERALD R. FoRD, a Representative-elect 
from the State of Michigan, have been 
placed in nomination. 

Are there further nominations? (After 
a pause.) There being no further nomi
nations, the Clerk will appoint tellers. 

The Clerk appoints the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. HAYs), the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. DEVINE), the gentle
woman from Missouri (Mrs. SuLLIVAN), 
and the gentlewoman from illinois (Mrs. 
REm). 

Tellers will rome forward and take 
their seats at the desk in front of the 
Speaker's rostrum. 

The roll will now be called, and those 
responding to their names will indicate 
by surname the nominee of their choice. 

The reading clerk will call the roll. 
The tellers having taken their places, 

the House proceeded to vote for Speaker. 
The following is the result of the vote: 

[Roll No.2] 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Abourezk 
Abzug 
Adams 
Addabbo 
Alexander 
Anderson, 

Calif. 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Andrews, Ala. 
Annunzio 
Ashley 
Asp in 

ALBERT 

Aspinall 
Badillo 
Baring 
Barrett 
Begich 
Bennett 
Bergland 
Bev111 
Biaggi 
Bingham 
Blanton 
Blatnik 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 

Brademas 
Brasoo 
Brinkley 
Brooks 
Burke, Mass. 
Burleson, Tex. 
Burlison, Mo. 
Burton 
Byrne, Pa. 
Byron 
Cabell 
Caffery 
Carey, N.Y. 
Carney 
Casey, Tex. 
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Chappell Helstoski Poage 
Chisholm Henderson Podell 
Clark Hicks, Mass. Preyer, N.C. 
Clay Hicks, Wash. Price, ill. 
Collins, Til. Holifield Pryor, Ark. 
Colmer Howard Pucinski 
Conyers Hull Purcell 
Corman Hungate Randall 
Cotter !chord Rangel 
Culver Jacobs Rarick 
Daniel, Va. Jarman Rees 
Daniels, N.J. Johnson, Calif. Reuss 
Danielson Jones, Ala. Roberts 
Davis, Ga. Jones, N.C. Rodino 
de la Garza Jones, Tenn. Roe 
Delaney Karth Rogers 
Dellums Kastenmeier Roncalio 
Denholm Kazen Rooney, N.Y. 
Dent Kee Rooney, Pa. 
Diggs Kluczynski Rosenthal 
Dingell Koch Rostenkowski 
Donohue Kyros Roush 
Dorn Landrum Roy 
Dow Leggett Roybal 
Downing Lennon Runnels 
Drinan Link Ryan 
Dulski Long, La. St Germain 
Edmondson Long, Md. Sarbanes 
Edwards, Calif. McCormack Satterfield 
Edwards, La. McFall Scheuer 
Eilberg McKay Seiberling 
Evans, Colo. McMillan Shipley 
Evins, Tenn. Macdonald, Sikes 
Fascell Mass. Sisk 
Fisher Madden Slack 
Flood Mahon Smith, Iowa 
Flowers Mann Staggers 
Flynt Mathis, Ga. Stanton, 
Foley Matsunaga James V. 
Ford, Mazzoli Steed 

William D. Meeds Stephens 
Fountain Melcher Stokes 
Fraser Metcalfe Stratton 
Fulton, Tenn. Mikva Stubblefield 
Fuqua Miller, Calif. Stuckey 
Galiftanakis Mills Sullivan 
Gallagher Minish Symington 
Garmatz Mink Taylor 
Gaydos Mitchell Teague, Tex. 
Gettys Mollohan Thompson, N.J. 
Giaimo Monagan Tiernan 
Gibbons Montgomery Udall 
Gonzalez Moorhead Ullman 
Grasso Morgan Van Deerlln 
Gray Moss Vanik 
Green, Oreg. Murphy, Ill. Vigorito 
Green, Pa. Murphy, N.Y. Waggonner 
Griffin Natcher Waldie 
Grifliths Nedzi Watts 
Hagan Nichols White 
Haley Nix Whitten 
Hamilton Obey Wilson, 
Hanley O'Hara Charles H. 
Hanna O'Neill Wolff 
Hansen, Wash. Passman Wright 
Harrington Patman Yates 
Hathaway Patten Yatron 
Hawkins Pepper Young, Tex. 
Hays Perkins Zablocki 
Hebert Pickle 
Hechler, W.Va. Pike 

Anderson, Til. 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Archer 
Arends 
Ashbrook 
Baker 
Belcher 
Bell 
Bet ts 
Biester 
Blackburn 
Bow 
Bray 
Broomfield 
Brotzman 
Brown, Mich. 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill, N.C. 
Broyhill, Va. 
Buchanan 
Burke, Fla. 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Camp 
carter 
Cederberg 
Chamberlain 
Clancy 
Clausen, 

Don H. 
Clawson, Del 

FoRD, GERALD R. 
Cleveland 
Collier 
Collins, Tex. 
Conable 
Conte 
Corbett 
Coughlin 
Crane 
Davis, Wis. 
Dell en back 
Dennis 
Derwinski 
Devine 
Dickinson 
Duncan 
duPont 
Dwyer 
Edwards, Ala. 
Erlenborn 
Esch 
Eshelman 
Findley 
Fish 
Forsythe 
Frelingh uysen 
Frenzel 
Frey 
Fulton, Pa. 
Goldwater 
Goodling 
Gross 

Grover 
Gubser 
Gude 
Hall 
Halpern 
Hammer-

schmidt 
Hansen, Idaho 
Harsha 
Harvey 
Hastings 
Heckler, Mass. 
Hillis 
Hogan 
Horton 
Hunt 
Hutchinson 
Johnson, Pa. 
Jonas 
Keating 
Keith 
Kemp 
King 
Kuykendall 
Kyl 
Landgrebe 
Latta 
Lent 
Lloyd 
Lujan 
McClory 

McCloskey 
McClure 
McCollister 
McDade 
McDonald, 

Mich. 
McEwen 
McKevitt 
McKinney 
Mailliard 
Martin 
Mathias, Calif. 
Mayne 
Michel 
Miller, Ohio 
Minshall 
Mizell 
Morse 
Morton 
Mosher 
Myers 
Nelsen 
O'Konski 
Pelly 
Pettis 
Peyser 
Pirnie 
Poff 
Powell 
Price, Tex. 

Quie 
Quillen 
Railsback 
Reid, ru. 
Reid, N.Y. 
Rhodes 
Riegle 
Robinson 
Robison 
Rousselot 
Ruppe 
Ruth 
Sandman 
Saylor 
Scherle 
Schmitz 
Schnee bell 
Schwengel 
Scott 
Sebelius 
Shoup 
Shriver 
Skubitz 
Smith, Callf. 
Smith, N.Y. 
Snyder 
Spence 
Springer 
Stafford 

Stanton, 
J. William 

Steele 
Steiger, Ariz. 
Steiger, Wis. 
Talcott 
Teague, Calif. 
Terry 
Thompson, Ga. 
Thomson, Wis. 
Thone 
VanderJagt 
Veysey 
Wampler 
Ware 
Whalen 
Whalley 
Widnall 
Wiggins 
Williams 
Wilsen, Bob 
Winn 
Wyatt 
Wydler 
Wylie 
Wyman 
Young, Fla. 
Zion 
Zwach 

The CLERK. The tellers agree on their 
tallies. The total number of votes cast 
is 426, of which the Honorable CARL 
ALBERT, of Oklahoma, received 250 and 
the Honorable GERALD R. FoRD received 
176. 

Therefore, the Honorable CARL ALBERT, 
of Oklahoma, is the duly elected Speaker 
of the House of Representatives for the 
92d Congress, having received a majority 
of the votes cast. 

The Clerk appoints the following com
mittee to escort the Speaker-elect to the 
chair: the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. GERALD R. FORD), the gentleman 
from Louisiana <Mr. BoGGS), the gentle
man from lllinois <Mr. ARENDS), the 
gentleman from Texas <Mr. TEAGUE), 
and the gentleman from Oklahoma <Mr. 
STEED). 

The Doorkeeper announced the Speak
er-elect of the House of Representatives 
of the 92d Congress, who was escorted 
to the chair by the committee of escort. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
my colleagues of the 92d Congress, I am 
very glad to see so many of you again
and so soon. 

It seems only yesterday that the 91st 
Congress adjourned. History may record 
this period as two Congresses connected 
by a long caucus. 

Seriously, I think all of us here sensed, 
as the last session ground interminably 
to a close, that we were somehow wit
nessing the end of an era. 

Today, we stand upon the threshold 
of a new era for the House of Representa
tives, which I love and our new Speaker 
loves and which I hope all of you will 
learn to love. 

A new era not only for this House, but 
also for our country, which we love even 
more than we do this body and more 
than we do our respective political par
ties. I do not pass judgment on the past, 
of which I have been a part and in which 
I take some pride. But I look to the fu
ture, and to the job we have to do-all 
of us together-here in this historic 
Chamber and in our districts at home. 

Thomas Jefferson sai~ that govern-
ment is strongest of which every man 
feels himself a part. The only place where 
this is possible in our federal system is 
here in "the people's House." 

We know this. But increasing numbers 
of our fellow citizens doubt it, or just 
plain do not believe it. Let us remember, 
above all else, exactly what we are--Rep
resentatives. Not representatives of the 
Democratic Party or the Republican 
Party or of this or that faction but of the 
people who sent us here to represent 
them. 

Millions of Americans must come to 
know, and to believe--better than they 
do now, that this is their House, that we 
are their strong advocates in the Na
tional Government, that this is their 
ready recourse for the redress of wrongs, 
their constant channel for constructive 
change, their entry into the so-called 
establishment. 

To make this even more true, and much 
more evident, is the task to which the 
new leadership on both sides of the aisle 
must dedicate themselves from this day 
forward, and to which I pledge myself 
without reservation. 

The mechanism by which the people's 
House operates, by which the raw power 
of numerical majorities is effectively har
nessed for forward progress, is of course 
the two-party system. The Constitution 
says nothing about this. The two-party 
system has prevailed through most of 
our history because it has worked. We 
could have 10 or 12 parties in this body, 
as many parliaments have--and there 
are days when I imagine that we do. 

I firmly believe in the two-party sys
tem, even though it has just insured my 
fourth defeat for the office of Speaker. 

But again, it is not merely our duty 
to make this system work, but to con
vince the American people that it is the 
best way to serve their real needs, to 
make their voices heard. At this moment 
they are not wholly convinced. 

This proposition must be proved here 
in the people's House. This is the pri
mary challenge before the 92d Con
gress. AI:. the leader of the minority party 
here, as the loyal friend of a President 
who is himself a product of the Congress 
and of the two-party crucible, and as 
the proven collaborator with our new 
Speaker in all that strengthens and sus
tains our country's essential interests, I 
pledge my best effort to this end. 

Now let me say a few words about our 
new Speaker, with whom I have enjoyed 
the closest personal harmony on and ofl' 
the ftoor of this House for the past 6 
years and long before that. 

It is curious that whenever we inaugu
rate a new President--and only 36 Amer
icans have held this high office--we tum 
over the whole east front of the Capitol 
and we clear the length of Pennsylvania 
Avenue and we parade and dance and 
celebrate for several days. But when we 
elevate a new Speaker of the House of 
Representatives--and only 49 distin
guished Americans have occupied this 
chair-the second most important place 
in our Government--we content our
selves with a few simple speeches and a 
round or two of applause. 

I hope, Mr. Speaker, that this will 
suffice to tell you of our pride in your 
succession and our prayers for your suc
cess. 
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A powerful former Speaker once de
clared that the best system of govern
ment is to have one party govern and 
the other party watch. 

Speaker Tom Reed may have been 
right, but the voters in their wisdom 
have decreed otherwise for the 92d Con
gress. And in any case he stopped short 
of the whole truth. We are going to be 
watching, Mr. Speaker; but we will also 
be working. We are going to work as 
hard as we can and win as many as we 
can. 

There have been many great Speakers 
in our past, from Maine to Missouri, 
from Pennsylvania and Kentucky, from 
Texas and Tennessee, and of course from 
Massachusetts. 

But until this hour there has never 
been a Speaker from Big Tussle, Okla. 

I am here to say that I like and admire 
the gentleman from Oklahoma who has 
just defeated me-l like Oklahoma it
self and I am especially fond of the 
wonderful songs everybody associates 
with Oklahoma from the musical com
edy by Rogers and Hammerstein. 

Why, only this morning while I was 
shaving I found myself singing: 

Oh what a beautiful morning, 
Oh what a beautiful day, 
Wit h forty more votes in my pocket, 
Things would be going my way I 

Well that is enough of my singing. I 
just wanted to make the point, Mr. 
Speaker, that any political office is tem
porary. 

The only trouble is, when it comes to 
the speakership, I have learned that 
"It's a Long, Long Way to Temporary." 

I cannot begin to enumerate all of our 
new Speaker's many achievements. We 
know he has been a champion debater 
since boyhood, a Rhodes scholar who 
turned out OK, a tireless and effective 
legislator and a formidable floor leader. 
It is really a relief to know he will now 
be preoccupied with parliamentary mat
ters. 

But I have read in the papers that the 
gentleman from Oklahoma is thinking 
about new ways to present the case for 
the Democrats during the next 2 years, 
perhaps teaming up on television with the 
majority leader of the other body in 
something like the "Carl and Mike 
Show." 

To show how sincere I am in my pledge 
of cooperation, Mr. Speaker, I stand 
ready to offer you all my old files from 
the "Ev and Jerry Show." 

Confidentially, you may be able to 
use some of this splendid material with
out changing a word. 

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of all the mi
nority Members of the House, I con
gratulate you and express our confidence 
that you will cherish the great tradi
tions of the House and be the guardian of 
the rights of all its Members. 

The speakership comes as a combina
tion of the respect and friendship of your 
colleagues and the national fortunes of 
your party. I sincerely hope that the 
latter may last no longer than 22 months 
but that the former-which you have 
in abundant measure today-will en
dure as long as any of us remain here in 
the people's House. 

To be Speaker is a great honor and 
privilege. Only silghtly less of an honor 
and privilege is mine today-to present 
to my colleagues of this 92d Congress a 
great American, a great son of Okla
homa and my great and good friend, 
the 49th Speaker of the House of Repre
sentatives, Hon. CARL ALBERT. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Minority Leader and 
my colleagues of the 92d Congress, thank 
you from the bottom of my heart for the 
high honor which your votes have just 
bestowed upon me. 

I cannot proceed without thanking my 
good friend and colaborer of many years, 
GERALD R. FORD, the distinguished minor
ity leader, for the kind accolades with 
which he has chosen to present me--and 
may I say to him that the radio stations 
of Oklahoma have been hooked up to 
carry these proceedings to every school
house in my district, and I will not need 
the "Ev and Charlie" show after they 
hear this speech. 

While GERALD R. FORD and I stand on 
opposite sides of the aisle-which I hope 
is always the center aisle only for po
litical purposes and between two political 
parties-we stand together in the con
viction that this House is the funda
mental forum of American democracy. 

We believe, as Speaker Randall said 
on a similar occasion nearly a century 
ago: 

The House, fresh from the people, brings 
with it their latest will. 

My colleagues, I accept the high hon
or which you have given me with hu
mility-humility tempered only by the 
immense responsibility which this office 
carries and which must engender in me 
a sense of determination such as I have 
never experienced in my lifetime before. 
It is my lot to follow two extraordinary 
men who held this high office longer 
than any of their predecessors. While 
serving as one of the lieutenants for both 
Sam Rayburn and John W. McCormack 
for many, many years, I was always 
aware that I was working in the shadow 
of greatness. These two men set stand
ards which all who follow them will 
seek to emulate, but few can ever hope 
to attain. 

As Congressman GERALD R. FORD indi
cated in his remarks, the Speaker-and 
we are talking about the Speaker as 
the chosen leader of the people's branch 
of the Government--occupies a position 
of preeminent national importance. I 
promise you as I take over the job that 
I will spare neither energy, time, nor 
effort to perform the responsibilities and 
to meet the responsibilities that you have 
given me in the traditions of those who 
have gone before. I can assure you that 
I will protect and defend the powers, the 
prerogatives and privileges of the House 
of Representatives at all times and in 
all places, and I pledge to you, as your 
new Speaker, with your help, to give this 
House of Representatives its rightful 
place, a preeminent place among tbe 
branches of the National Government. 

In preparing my remarks for today, 
I was reminded of a line from Emer
son: 

There is no History; only Biography. 

The United States is 206 million peo
ple with varying aspirations, talents, and 
concerns. We are a people challenged 
now by choices undreamed of in more 
complacent times. 

In this Chamber, as has been said so 
many times, the people govern. In the 
broadest and most evocative sense, we, 
the Representatives of the people, con
duct the town meetings of the Nation. It 
is an awesome responsibility, and it 
works. Compassion, concern, and an in
dividual desire to correct the deficien
cies of our society are here 435-fold. Our 
decisions as lawmakers touch the lives 
of men, women, and children in every 
section of the country and in almost 
every nation of the world. 

We are the trustees, you and I, of the 
great heritage which this House repre
sents, and I say it is by definition the 
duty of a legislative body to legislate. :f 
we are to perform that duty and meet 
the responsibilities that we owe to those 
who sent us here, to our Nation and to 
our generation, we must be about the job. 
We must not flounder. We must move 
cautiously, of course, but we must also 
move with dispatch in the disposition of 
the public business. There is too much to 
be done to delay in the performance of 
our duties. This is and must always re
main a viable, working institution, as re
sponsive to the needs of America in 1971 
as it was when Frederick Muhlenberg 
first picked up the gavel in 1789. Unless 
it is, representative government as we 
know it in this Nation will no longer be 
valid. The Congress shares with the Pres
ident a moral as well as a constitutional 
obligation for the evolvement of basic 
precepts for a healthy and dynamic state 
of the Union. Our predecessors well ac
quitted themselves in the discharge of 
that obligation. I neither anticipate nor 
shall I settle for anything less from the 
92d Congress. 

On tomorrow we will be honored by a 
visit by the President of the United 
States, who in this Chamber will deliver 
his state of the Union message. While we 
may not agree with all the recommen
dations made by the President of the 
United States, I hope we will never look 
upon presidential proposals through par
tisan eyes; that we will never oppose sim
ply for the sake of opposing. 

Democrats and Republicans alike could 
well heed the admonition of a great 
Speaker early in this century, Champ 
Clark, when he said: 

He serves his party best who serves his 
country best. 

How do I view the future? In brief, I 
view it with sincere optimism, tempered 
by the concern to :nstill in our people the 
will and the spirit to meet and to master 
the massive problems which confront us. 

We as a nation are going through a 
trying period, a period of sobering self
analysis. But such self-analysis has been 
the progenitor of success in our system 
before, and the problems before us are 
not insoluble. The genius of the collective 
will of the American people--from all 
walks of life, all races and national ori
gins, and all religions-applied through 
the principles of representative democ
racy with proper inspiration from their 
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leaders, can meet the challenges, large 
though they loom. 

We, therefore, turn to our labors with 
confidence and J.etermination. We can
not falter; we will not fail. 

The biography of this Congress will 
shape the legislative destiny of the 1970's. 

[Applause, Members rising.] 
I am now ready to take the oath of 

office, and I have the honor of requesting 
the distinguished acting dean of the 
House of Representatives, the gentleman 
from Texas <Mr. PATMAN) to administer 
the oath of office. 

Mr. PATMAN then administered the 
oath of office to Mr. ALBERT, of Oklahoma. 

SWEARING IN OF MEMBERS 
The SPEAKER. According to the prec

edent, the Chair will swear in all Mem
bers of the House at this time. 

If the Members will rise, the Chair will 
now administer the oath of office. 

The Members-elect, other than the 
Resident Commissioner-elect, rose, and 
the Speaker administered the oath of 
office to them. · 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. TEAGUE). 

MAJORITY LEADER 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
as chairman of the Democratic caucus, 
I have been directed to report to the 
House that the Democratic Members 
have selected unanimously as majority 
leader the gentleman from Louisiana, 
the Honorable HALE BOGGS. 

MINORITY LEADER 

Mr. ANDERSON of lllinois. Mr. 
Speaker, as chairman of the Republican 
conference, I am directed by that con
ference to officially notify the House that 
the gentleman from Michigan, the Hon
orable GERALD R. FORD, has been unani
mously selected as the minority leader 
of the House. 

ELECTION OF CLERK OF THE 
HOUSE, SERGEANT AT ARMS, 
DOORKEEPER, POSTMASTER, AND 
CHAPLAIN 
Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 

ofier a resolution <H. Res. 1) and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution as 
follows: 

H. RES. 1 
Resolved, That W. Pat Jennings, of the 

Commonwealth of Virginia, be, and he is 
hereby, chosen Clerk of the House of Rep
resentatives; 

That Zeake W. Johnson, Jr., of the State 
of Tennessee, be, and he is hereby, chosen 
Sergeant at Arms of the House of Repre
sentatives; 

That William M. Miller, of the State of 
Mississippi, be, and he is hereby, chosen 
Doorkeeper of the House of Representatives; 

That H . H. Morris, of the Commonwealth 
of Kentucky, be, and he is hereby, chosen 
Postmaster of the House of Representatives; 

That Reverend Edward G. Latch, D.D., of 
the District of Columbia, be, and he is 
hereby, chosen Chaplain of the House of 
Representatives. 

substitute I request that there be a divi
sion on the question on the resolution 
so that we may have a separate vote on 
the office of Chaplain. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
agreeing to the portion of the resolution 
providing for the election of the Chap
lain. 

That portion of the resolution was 
agreed to. 

SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. 

ANDERSON OF ILLINOIS 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I ofier a substitute amendment 
for the remainder of the resolution. 

The Clerk read the substitute amend
ment, as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. ANDERSON of 
lllinois as a substitute for the remainder of 
House Resolution 1: 

"Resolved, That Joe Bartlett, of the State 
of Ohio, be, and he is hereby, chosen Clerk 
of the House of Representatives; 

"That Robert T. Hartmann, of the State 
of Maryland, be, and he is hereby, chosen 
Sergeant at Arms of the House of Represent
atives; 

"That William R. Bonsell, of the Common
wealth of Pennsylvania, be, and he is hereby, 
chosen Doorkeeper of the House of Repre
sentatives; 

"That Tommy Lee Winebrenner, of the 
State of Indiana, be, and he is hereby, chosen 
Postmaster of the House of Representatives." 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
substitute amendment. 

The substitute amendment was re
jected. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
resolution offered by the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. TEAGUE). 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
The SPEAKER. Will the officers elected 

present themselves at the bar of the 
House and take the oath of office? 

The officers-elect presented themselves 
at the bar of the House and took the oath 
of office. 

NOTIFICATION TO SENATE OF OR
GANIZATION OF THE HOUSE 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ofier a reso
lution (H. Res. 2) and ask for its imme
diate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 2 
Resolved, That a message be sent to the 

Senate to inform that body that a quorum 
of the House of Representatives has assem
bled; that Carl Albert, a Representative from 
the State of Oklahoma, has been elected 
Speaker; and W. Pat Jennings, a citizen of 
the Commonwealth of Virginia, Clerk of the 
House of Representatives of the Ninety
second Congress. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

COMMITTEE TO NOTIFY THE PRES
IDENT OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF THE ASSEMBLY OF THE 
CONGRESS 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ofier a 
Speaker, I have a substitute to ofier to resolution <H. Res. 3) and ask for its im
the resolution, but before offering the mediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 

H . RES. 3 
Resolved, That a committee of two Mem

bers be appointed by the Speaker on the part; 
of the House Of Representatives to join witb 
a committee on the part of the Senate to 
notify the President of the United States that 
a quorum of each House has been assembled, 
and that Congress is ready to receive any 
communication that he may be pleased to 
make. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints as 

members of the committee on the part of 
the House to join the committee en the 
part of the Senate to notify the Presi
dent of the United States that a quorum 
of each House has been assembled and 
that Congress is ready to receive any 
communication he may be pleased to 
make, the gentleman from Louisiana 
(Mr. BoGGS) and the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. GERALD R. FORD) . 

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO IN
FORM THE PRESIDENT OF THE 
ELECTION OF THE SPEAKER AND 
THE CLERK OF THE HOUSE OF 
REPRESENTATIVES 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ofier a 
resolution <H. Res. 4) and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 

H. RES. 4 
Resolved, That the Clerk be instructed to 

inform the President of the United States 
that the House of Representatives has 
elect ed Carl Albert, a Representative from 
the Stat e of Oklahoma, Speaker; and W. Pat 
Jennings, a citizen of the Commonwealth of 
Virginia, Clerk of the House of Representa
tives of the Ninety-second Congress. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

RULES OF THE HOUSE 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I ofier a 
resolution and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk proceeded to read the 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will sus
pend the reading of the resolution. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Mississippi <Mr. CoLMER) . 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I am ad
vised that an error was made in the 
haste here and that the wrong resolution 
was submitted. Therefore, I ask unani
mous consent--

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Mississippi can withdraw the resolution. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I with
draw the resolution. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object--

The SPEAKER. A reservation of ob
jection is not in order. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, did not the 
gentleman from Mississippi offer a reso
lution to the House? 

The SPEAKER. Yes, he did; but he has 
withdrawn it; and he has that right to 
withdraw it. 
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Mississippi. 
Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

resolution <H. Res. 5) and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 

H. RES. 5 
Resolved, That the Rules of the House of 

Representatives of the Ninety-first Congress, 
together with all applicable provisions of the 
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, as 
amended, and the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1970, be, and they are hereby adopted 
as the Rules of the House of Representatives 
of the Ninety-second Congress, with the fol
lowing amendments as part thereof, to wit: 

In Rule X, renumber clause 4 and 5 as 5 
and 6, insert a new clause 3 as follows: 

" 3. The Select Committee on Small Busi
ness be a permanent select committee of the 
House without legislative jurisdiction except 
to make investigations and reports." 

In Rule XI, strike out clause 24 and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: 

"24. The Committee on Rules shall pre
sent to the House reports concerning rules, 
joint rules, and order of business, within 
three legislative days of the time when 
ordered reported by the committee. If such 
rule or order is not considered immediately, 
it shall be referred to the calendar and, if 
not called up by the Member making the 
report within seven legislative days there
after, any member of the Committee on 
Rules may call it up as a question of privi
lege and the Speaker shall recognize any 
member of the Committee on Rules seeking 
recognition for that purpose. If the Commit
tee on Rules shall fail to report a resolution 
providing for an order of business for the 
consideration of the House of any public 
bill or joint resolution favorably reported by 
a committee of the House within 10 calendar 
days after the filing, by the chairman or a 
member acting at the direction of the com
mittee, of a written request in the office of 
the Committee on Rules that such commit
tee report a resolution providing for such 
order of business, and if thereafter a resolu
tion is filed by the chairman or the designees 
of the committee which has filed a prior 
written request providing for such order of 
business, which resolution is not acted upon 
for 21 calendar days after reference to the 
committee on Rules; or if the Committee on 
Rules shall adversely report any resolution 
providing for an order of business on any 
public blll or joint resolution, then on days 
when it is in order to call up motions to dis
charge committees, it may be in order as a 
matter of the highest privilege for the Speak
er, in his discretion, to recognize the chair
man or any member of the committee which 
reported such blll or joint resolution who has 
been so authorized by said committee to call 
up for consideration by the House any res
olution which the Committee on Rules has 
so adversely reported or failed to report, 
and it shall be in order to move the adop
tion by the House of said resolution ad
versely reported, or not reported, notwith
standing the adverse report, or the failure to 
report, of the Committee on Rules. Pend
ing the consideration of said resolution, the 
Speaker may entertain one motion that the 
House adjourn; but after the result is an
nounced he shall not entertain any other 
dilatory motion until the said resolution 
shall have been fully disposed of." 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUmiES 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, a parliamen
tary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state the parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, are copies or 
this resolution available to the Members 
of the House? 

The SPEAKER. No; there are no 
copies available. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, a further par
liamentary inquiry: Does this not change 
the precedents and the rules of the House 
as well as the recently passed reorgani
zation act? 

The SPEAKER. It makes changes in 
both, the Chair will state. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I think this 

is of more than passing importance. The 
Members should hear this and, there
fore, I make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is 
not present. 

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the 

following Members failed to answer to 
their names: 

(Roll No.3] 
Barrett Fisher 
Blanton Garmatz 
Blatnik Gibbons 
Byron Hastings 
Camp Hawkins 
Celler Heckler, Mass. 
Clark Hosmer 
Daniels. N.J. Hungate 
Davis, Ga. Keith 
Dow Long, Md. 
Dowdy McCulloch 
Eckhardt Mathias, Calif. 
Edwards, La. Metcalfe 

Morton 
Murphy,m. 
Patman 
Rangel 
Roy 
Sarba.nes 
Springer 
Stuckey 
Teague, Calif. 
Tiernan 
Whitehurst 

The SPEAKER. On this roll call 395 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate by Mr. 
Sparrow, one of its clerks announced 
that the Senate had passed a resolution 
of the following title: 

S. RES. 1 
Resolved, That a committee consisting of 

two Senators be appointed by the Vice Presi
dent to join such committee as may be 
appointed by the House of Representatives 
to walt upon the President of the United 
States and inform him that a. quorum of 
each House is assembled and that the Con
gress 1s ready to receive any communication 
he may be pleased to make. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed Senate Resolution 2: 

Resolved, That the Secretary inform the 
House of Representatives that a. quorum of 
the Senate is assembled and that the Senate 
is ready to proceed to business. 

RULES OF THE HOUSE 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will proceed 

with the reading of the resolution. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
In Rule XI, strike out paragraph (a) of 

clause 27 and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: 

" (a) The Rules of the House are the rules 
of its committees and subcommittees so far 
as applicable, except that a motion to re
cess from day to day is a. motion of high 
privilege in committees and subcommittees. 

Committees shall adopt written rules not in
consistent with the Rules of the House and 
those rules shall be binding on each sub
committee of that committee. Each subcom
mittee of a. committee is a part of that com
mittee and is subject to the authority and 
direction of that committee." 

In clause 27(f) (4) of Rule XI, insert the 
following new sentence at the end there
of: 

"All committees shall provide in their rules 
o! procedure for the application of the 5 
minute rule in the interrogation of witnesses 
until such time as each Member of the com
mittee who so desires has had an opportunity 
to question the witness." 

In Rule XI, strike out clause 32(c) and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

" (c) The minority party on any such 
standing committee is entitled to and shall 
receive fair consideration in the appoint
ment of committee staff personnel pursuant 
to each such primary or additional expense 
resolution.", 

Strike out Rule XII, and insert 1n lieu 
thereof the following: 

"Rule XII 
"Resident Commissioner from Puerto Rico 

and Delegate from the District of Colum
bia 
"1. The Resident Commissioner to the 

United States from Puerto Rico shall be 
elected to serve on standing committees 1n 
the same manner as Members of the House 
and shall possess 1n such committees the 
same powers and privileges as the other 
Members. 

"2. The Delegate from the District of Co
lumbia shall be elected to serve as a mem
ber of the Committee on the District of 
Columbia and shall be elected to serve on 
other standing committees of the H0use 
in the same manner as Members of the 
House and shall possess 1n all committees 
on which he serves the same powers and 
privileges as the other Members." 
and make the following conforming and re
lated changes in the following rules: 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker. I make 

the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is 
not present. 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the 

following Members failed to answer to 
their names: 

[Roll No. 4] 
Ashley Gallagher Monagan 
Blanton Ga.rmatz Montgomery 
Boland Gibbons Morton 
Byron Grifilths Murphy, Ill. 
Celler Heckler. Mass. O'Neill 
Clausen, Hicks, Mass. Peyser 

Don H. Hosmer Plrnie 
Cotter Jarman Quie 
Davis, Ga. Jones, Ala. Rangel 
Dickinson Kemp Schneebeli 
Dowdy Lent Springer 
Drina.n Long, Md. Stafford 
Dulski McCulloch Stuckey 
Eckhardt McMillan Teague, Calif. 
Edwards, La. Mathias, Calif. Tiernan 
Erlenborn Michel Whitehurst 
Esch Mitchell Wright 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 380 
Members have answered to their names. 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 
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RULES OF THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will pro
ceed with the reading of the resolution. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
(2) Clause 3 of Rule III of the Rules of 

the House of Representatives is amended-
( 1) by striking out "and the Resident 

Commissioner" each place it occurs and in
serting in lieu thereof, "the Delegate from 
the District of Columbia, and the Resident 
Commissioner"; 

Mr. COLMER (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, in view of the haste with 
which the resolution was assembled a.nd 
the fact that the Members have not had 
an opportunity to read the resolution 
and copies have not been available, I ask 
unanimous consent that the resolution 
be considered as read, printed in the 
REcORD, and that it go over until to
morrow. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis
sissippi? 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, reserving the 
right to object, may I propound a par
liamentary inquiry under my reserva
tion? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, if this unani
mous-consent request that it be consid
ered as read and printed in the RECORD 
be granted, at what time would a poin·t 
of order against considel"Sition of the res
olution be in order-at this time, imme
diately, or upon gmnting the unanimous
consent request or when it is called up 
tomorrow? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will stSite 
in response to the gentleman's parlia
mentary inquiry that a point of order 
could be made after it is considered as 
printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. HALL. Would it be in order and 
would the Chair recognize one for a point 
of order when it is again called up on 
tomorrow or at a subsequent date? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state 
to the gentleman from Missouri that if 
the gentleman reserves a point of order 
at this time the Chair will protect his 
rights on the point of order. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, under those 
circumstances I do reserve the right to 
make a point of order against this res
olution. 

The SPEAKER. Would the gentleman 
withhold that until we have disposed of 
the unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw 
my reservation. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis
sissippi? 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. Speaker, I object. 
Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order 

that a quorum is not present. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. 
Two hundred and twenty-five Mem-

bers are present, a quorum. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
(2) by inserting "the Delegate from fihe 

District of Columbia," immediately after 
"for the use of the Members,"; and 

(3 ) by striking out "or the Resident Com
missioner" each place it occurs and inserting 

by inserting ". the Delegate !rom the Dis
trict of Columbia. or the Resident Commis
sioner". 

(C) Olause 1 of Rule IV o! the Rules o! 
the House of Representatives is amended 
by inseritng ", the Delegate from the Dis
trict of Columbia," immediately after "Mem
bers". 

(D) Rule VI of the Rules of the House of 
Representatives is amended by inserting 
"the Delegate from the District of Colum
bia;" immediately after "Representatives,". 

(E) Clause 1 of Rule xxxn o! the Rules 
of the House of Representatives is amended 
by inserting "the Delegate from the DiStrict 
of Columbia," immediately after "Puerto 
Rico,". 

(F) Paragraph 8(a) of Rule XLIII of the 
Rules of the House of Representatives and 
clause ( 1) of the fourth undersigned para
graph under paragraph (2) of part B of Rule 
XLIV of the Rules of the House of Represent
atives are each amended by inserting "and 
the Delegate from the District of Columbia" 
immediately after "Puerto Rico". 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman 
from MissOuri still reserve his point of 
order? 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I reserve a 
point of order against the resolution. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will protect 
the gentleman from Missouri in his point 
of order. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. COLMER 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker. I move 
that further consideration of the resolu
tion be put over until tomorrow, and that 
the resolution be printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Mississippi. 

The motion was agreed to. 

COMPENSATION OF CERTAIN 
MINORITY EMPLOYEES 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I offer a resolution (H. Res. 6) 
and ask for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
'follows: 

H. RES. 6 
Resolved, That pursuant to the Legislative 

Pay Act of 1929, as amended, six minority 
employees authorized therein shall be the 
following-named persons, effective January 3, 
1971, until otherwise ordered by the House, to 
wit: Joe Bartlett and Robert T. Hartmann, 
to receive gross compensation o! $36,000.00 
per annum, respectively; William R. Bonsell, 
to receive gross compensation of $32,090.58 
per annum; Tommy Lee Winebrenner, to 
receive gross compensation of $27,732.60 per 
annum; Walter P. Kennedy (minority pair 
clerk), to receive gross compensation of 
$27,560.00 per annum; and John J. Wllliams 
(staff director to the minority), to receive 
gross compensation of $32,756.16 per annum. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
resolution. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, a parliamen
tary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to know from someone on the minority 
side if this has changed the pay of the 
people who have just been read off from 
the last session of the Congress, because 
if it does then that throws the whole 
scale out of kilter and there will have 

to be adjustments presumably made all 
over the place. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAYS. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak

er, it is my understanding that it does 
not represent a. change from the previous 
session. 

Mr. HAYS. They are exactly the same 
as they were? 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. That is my 
understanding. _ 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman. I have no objection. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

REPORT OF COMMITTEE TO NOTIFY 
THE PRESIDENT 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, your com
mittee on the part of the House to join 
a like committee on the part of the Sen
ate to notify the President of the United 
States that a quorum of each House has 
been assembled and is ready to receive 
any communication that he may be 
pleased to make, has performed that 
duty. The President asked us to report 
that he will be pleased to deliver his 
message at 9 p.m., January 22, 1971 to 
a joint session of the two Houses. • 

HOUR OF MEETING OF HOUSE OF 
REPRESENTATIVES 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
resolution <H. Res. 7) and ask for its im
mediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 7 
Resolved, That untll otherwise ordered, the 

daily hour of meeting of the House of Rep
resentatives shall be at 12 o'clock meridian. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

AUTHORIZING ADMINISTRATION OF 
OATH OF OFFICE TO HON. WIL
LIAM M. McCULLOCH 
Mr. BETTS. Mr. Speaker, I offer a res

olution <H. Res. 8) and ask for its im
mediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 8 

Whereas the Honorable Wllliam M. Mc
Culloch, a Representative-elect !rom the 
State of Ohio, from the Fourth District there
of, has been unable from sickness to appear 
in person to be sworn as a Member of the 
House, and there being no contest or ques
tion as to his election: Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Speaker, or deputy 
named by him, be, and he is hereby author
ized to administer the oath of office to the 
Honorable Wllliam M. McCulloch. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the au

thority of House Resolution 8, 92d Con
gress, the Chair appoints the gentleman 
from Ohio, Mr. BETTS, to administer the 
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oath of office to the Honorable WILLIAM 
M. McCuLLOCH. 

JOINT SESSION OF CONGRESS
STATE OF THE UNION MESSAGE 
Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I offer a con

current resolution <H. Con. Res. 1) and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the concurrent resolu
tion, as follows: 

H. CON. REs. 1 
Resolved b1/ the House of Representatives 

(the Senate concurring), That the two 
Houses of Congress assemble 1n the Hall of 
the House of Representatives on January 22, 
1971, at 9 o'clock p.m., tor the purpose of 
receiving such communication as the Presi
dent of the United States shall be pleased 
to make to them. 

The concurrent resolution was agreed 
to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
taible. 

AUTHORIZING SPEAKER TO DE
CLARE RECESS TOMORROW 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent that it may be in order 
for the Speaker to declare a recess at any 
time on tomorrow, January 22, 1971, sub
ject to the ooll of the Chair. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY SPEAKER ON 
PROCEDURE WITH REFERENCE TO 
INTRODUCTION AND REFERENCE 
OF BILLS 
The SPEAKER. The Chair would like 

to make a statement concerning the in
troduction and reference of bills. 

Heretofore on the opening day of a 
new Congress, several thousand bills have 
been introduced under adopted rules per
mitting their introduction by Members 
and reference by the Speaker. On those 
occasions, the Speaker announced his in
tention to examine and refer as many 
bills as possible, and he asked the indul
gence of Members if he was unable to 
refer all introduced bills. 

Since the rules of the 92d Congress 
have not yet been adopted, the right of 
Members to introduce bills, and the au
thority of the Speaker to refer them, is 
technically delayed. The Chair will state 
that bills dropped in the hopper will be 
held until the adoption of the rules, at 
which time they will be referred as expe
ditiously as possible to the appropriate 
committee. At that time, the bills which 
are not referred and do not appear in 
the RECORD as of that day will be in
cluded in the next day's REcORD and 
printed with a date as of the time the 
rules were adopted. 

ANNOUNL"EMENT BY SPEAKER OF 
PROCEDURES FOR JOINT SES
SION JANUARY 22, 1971 
The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to 

make an announcement. 

After consultation with the majority 
leaders, and with their consent and ap
proval, the Chair announces that on 
Friday, January 22, 1971, the date set 
for the joint session to hear an address 
by the President of the United States, 
only the doors immediately opposite the 
Speaker and those on his left and right 
will be open. No one will be allowed on 
the floor of the House who does not have 
the privileges of the floor of the House. 

PROCEDURES IN RELATION TO THE 
PRODUCTION OF WITNESSES AND 
DOCUMENTS IN COURTS OF JUS
TICE 
Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

resolution <H. Res. 9) and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 9 
Whereas, by the privileges of this House 

no evidence of a documentary character un
der the control and in the possession of the 
House of Representatives can, by the man
date of process of the ordinary courts of jus
tice, be taken from such control or possession 
except by its permission: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That when it appears by the 
order of any court in the United States or a 
judge thereof, or of any legal officer charged 
with the administration of the orders of such 
court or judge, that documentary evidence 
in the possession and under the control of 
the House is needful for use in any court of 
justice or before any judge or such legal 
officer, for the promotion of justice, this 
House will take such action thereon as will 
promote the ends of justice consistently with 
the privileges and rights of this House; be it 
further 

Resolved, That during any recess or ad
journment of the Ninety-second Congress, 
when a subpena or other order for the pro
duction or disclosure of information is by 
the due process of any court 1n the United 
States served upon any Member, officer, or 
employee of the House of Representatives, di
recting appearance as a witness before the 
said court at any time and the production of 
certain and sundry papers in the possession 
and under the control of the House of Rep
resentatives, that any such Member, officer, 
or employee of the House, be authorized to 
appear before said court at the place and 
time named 1n any such subpena or order, 
but no papers or documents in the posses
sion or under the control of the House of 
Representatives shall be produced in re
sponse thereto; and be it further 

Resolved, That when any said court deter
mines upon the materiality and the relevancy 
of the papers or documents called for in the 
subpena or other order, then said court, 
through any of its officers or agents shall 
have full permission to attend with all prop
er parties to the proceedings before said 
court and at a place under the orders and 
control of the House of Representatives and 
take copies of the said documents or papers 
and the Clerk of the House is authorized to 
supply certified copies of such documents 
that the court has found to be material and 
relevant, except that under no circumstances 
shall any minutes or transcripts of executive 
sessions, or any evidence of witnesses in 
respect thereto, be disclosed or copied, nor 
shall the possession of said documents and 
papers by any Member, officer, or employee of 
the House be disturbed or removed from 
their place of file or custody under said Mem
ber, officer, or employee; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of these resolutions 

be transmitted by the Clerk of the House to 
any of said courts whenever such writs of 
subpena or other orders are issued and served 
as aforesaid. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS OF 
THE HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 
COMMISSION 
The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro

visions of 40 United States Code 175 and 
176, the Chair appoints the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. CELLER) and the 
gentleman from Ohio CMr. HARSHA) as 
members of the House Office Building 
Commission to serve with himself. 

LEGISLATION ON BEHALF OF TUNA 
FISHERMEN, AND OTHER MA'ITERS 

(Mr. VAN DEERLIN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
today introducing five bills, all of which 
I believe merit early consideration in this 
Congress. Two of the measures would 
deal with drug abuse, one with electoral 
college reform, one with a vital flood con
trol project for my district, and the final 
one with the recent rash of illegal seiz
ures and fining of U.S. fishing boats by 
Ecuador. 

I had not intended to reintroduce my 
bill calling for embargoes on fishery im
ports from nations that harass our fish
ing fleet, but recent events leave me no 
other option. 

I was particularly shocked to learn 
that at least two vessels on loan from 
the United States-the Guayaquil and 
the 25th of July-were used by Ecuador 
in making last week's seizures. 

Unfortunately, existing law does not 
provide for the recall of smaller warships 
even when they are misused in this fash
ion. This is an absurd and ludicrous 
situation that allows our own ships to be 
sent on high seas forays against our own 
fishing vessels. I, of course, am aware 
of the security considerations involved 
here; naturally, we do not want other 
nations such as Russia or Cuba rushing 
in to fill a void created by the precipitate 
withdrawal of our own military assist
ance, patrol boats or whatever. But the 
present arangement is clearly in need of 
review and possible overhaul, and I am 
delighted that Chairman GARMATZ of the 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries Com
mittee is planning early hearings on as
suring the rights of our fishermen to 
operate in international waters. 

I feel my bill for cutting off fishery im
ports is needed more than ever now, in 
conjunction with other actions by Con
gress and the Executive to discourage 
the flagrant violations so casually per
petrated by Ecuador. 

My drug control proposals provide for 
identifying markings on prescription drug 
tables and capsules, and impose quotas 
on the production of amphetamines and 
barbiturates. 
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As is well known, our busy drug manu
facturers now produce enough "speed" to 
provide every man, woman, and child in 
the country with an annual supply of 
about 40 amphetamine pills-certainly 
an excessive quality for a substance with 
such limited legitimate medical applica
tions. 

The labeling requirement would, I be
lieve, facilitate both the identification of 
contraband drugs, and the swift deter
mination of effective antidotes in over
dosage cases. 

I have also introduced the proposed 
constitutional amendment for the direct 
popular election of the President in ex
actly the form in which it was approved 
by the House in September 1969. While 
it is most unlikely that such an amend
ment could now become effective in time 
for next year's national elections, the 
shortcomings of the electoral college 
method of choosing our Chief Executive 
are just as glaring as ever. No useful pur
pose will be served by further delays in 
carrying out this urgently needed reform. 

Finally, I am, at the request of the 
State Department, offering a bill to in
crease the authorization for the Tia 
Juana River flood control project, in my 
district, from $12.6 to $21.5 million. This 
action is necessary because of the infla
tionary increase in construction costs 
since the original authorization was en
acted more than 4 years ago. I hope that 
early hearings can be scheduled on this 
bill, to assist a project sanctioned not 
only by our Government but by Mexico 
as well. 

TO AMEND THE SOCIAL SECURITY 
LAW TO PERMIT WOMEN WITH 30 
YEARS COVERAGE TO RETIRE AT 
62 WITH FULL BENEFITS 
(Mr. ST GERMAIN asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. STGERMAIN. Mr. Speaker, in the 
last Congress, I introduced legislation to 
permit women with 30 years of social 
security coverage to retire at 62 years 
of age with full benefits. Almost 100 
Members of the House cosponsored the 
measure. Encouraged by their support 
today I am reintroducing that bill. 

The Nation now faces a crisis in un
employment; 4,974,000 people are out 
of work. That is more than the popula
tion of Connecticut; it is more than the 
population of Maryland. In fact, it is 
more than the population of 36 of our 
States. This is a very grave situation and 
predictions are that the unemployment 
level will not drop below 5 percent until 
1973. 

Enactment of the bill I am proposing 
wiH serve a dual purpose. It will reward 
those women who have worked so hard 
for so long with early retirement. It will 
also create new job openings for the mil
lions of unemployed in this Nation. 

There can be no doubt that women 
have had a profound effect upon our 
Nation's economic growth over the past 
generation. Their importance and rep
resentation in our labor force have in
creased enormously since the 1930's. 

Today there are more than 30 mil
lion women employed in the United 

States. They comprise over 38 percent 
of our total work force. The contribution 
they are making to our economy is im
mense. 

Recently our gross national product 
reached an annua:l rate of over a tril
lion dollars-10 times the figure of 30 
years ago. Women have played a great 
part in that amazing rise in productiv
ity. I consider the American working 
woman as one of the marvels of our so
ciety. Our economy would collapse with
out her competence, diligence, and re
sponsible efforts in every segment of 
our business and professional worlds. 

My bill would give some acknowledg
ment and a measure of recognition to 
the contribution of women to our Na
tion's economic and social development 
over the past generation. 

Under present law, women receive 80 
percent of their social security benefits 
if they retire at 62. My bill would entitle 
them to 100 percent. 

To be perfectly honest, Mr. Speaker, 
I believe the day is fast approaching 
when everyone in our society will re
tire at an earlier age. Today, 65 is the 
commonly accepted :figure, but it is cer
tain to drop in the years ahead. 

Many people would welcome the 
chance to retire earlier while their health 
is still strong and while they enjoy full 
vigor. But aside from that, there are in
dications that the employment situation 
in the future will lead our society to 
adopt earlier retirement patterns to open 
up job opportunities for younger persons. 
From projections by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, we can estimate that by 1990 
less than 10 percent of our population 
will be able to produce 100 percent of 
our goods. The worklife of our people 
will have to be modified. 

Why should women be allowed to re
tire at 62 with full benefits, and not men? 
Is not this clearcut discrimination? As I 
have suggested, I think the day will come 
when both men and women retire at 62. 
I favor it. 

But such a proposal would not be 
realistic in this Congress. The Social Se
curity Trust Fund could not afford it. 
But my proposal is not beyond our 
means. And its enactment will point to
ward a future goal-retirement for both 
men and women at 62. 

Furthermore, giving this advantage to 
women now, will compensate in some 
small way for the discrimination in sal
aries, promotions, and in job opportuni
ties which many women suffered in the 
past. Such compensation is perhaps es
pecially owed to women who have been 
working for a long time, such as those 
with 30 years of social security cover
age-as provided for in my bill. 

It is my hope that this Congress will 
be receptive to the merits of this legisla
tion and act favorably on it. Within the 
week I will invite my colleagues in the 
House to join me in this effort by co
sponsoring the bill. 

PROTECTION OF RAMPART 
RANGE 

<Mr. EVANS of Colorado asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute, to revise and ex-

tend his remarks and include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, 
I have today introduced a bill which 
has as its purpose the protection of a 
most beautiful and famous section of 
this Nation's public domain. 

The area, a segment of the front range 
of the Rocky Mountains of Central Col
oradc called the Rampart Range, runs 
north from Pikes Peak and forms the 
scenic backdrop for the U.S. Air Force 
Academy, the Garden of the Gods, and 
the famous resorts of Colorado Springs 
and Manitou Springs. This is one of the 
most heavily visited areas in the Rocky 
Mountains. These are the purple moun
tains whose majesty inspired Katherine 
Lee Bates to write "America, the Beau
tiful." 

For a century and a half after the 
white man first looked upon these moun
tains the area became settled and popu
lated and heavily used-with relatively 
little damage to its esthetic values. 

But, in 1954, a concrete company lo
cated a mineral claim in the Pike Na
tional Forest on the face of the Rampart 
Range. It is a short distance north of 
Pikes Peak, upslope from the Garden of 
the Gods, and can be seen from almost 
any spot in Colorado Springs. 

In the past decade and a half, this 
company gouged a grotesque monument 
to man's environmental recklessness on 
this beautiful mountain site. It has torn 
out thousands of tons of limestone and 
dolomite for use as aggregate-fancy 
gravel if you will-leaving a gaping 
wound which festers and grows before 
the troubled eyes of the residents of 
Colorado Springs and the visitors who 
come by the millions to see Colorado's 
mountains. 

There is a feeling of outrage in Colo
rado that the laws of this Nation have 
permitted and even encouraged this ugly 
usage of our public lands. 

I, and many others, have tried for 
years to find a remedy for this gross 
product of our mining laws. There seems 
to be none. This Government cannot stop 
the quarrying. It cannot make the com
pany restore the trees and the wildflow
ers and the rock formation it has torn 
away. 

But this Congress can say to others: 
Leave these mountains alone. 

My bill calls for the withdrawal of 
11,458 acres of the Pike National Forest 
from location and entry under the U.S 
mining laws so that the scenic, esthetic: 
and environmental qualities of the Ram
part Range can be protected. 

There is, I believe, ample precedent 
for this action. These 11,458 acres 
bracket the Air Force Academy. In 1955, 
pursuant to Executive Order 10355, 
8,858 acres of the Pike National Forest 
were withdrawn to protect the scenic 
backdrop of the Air Force Academy. 

In 1967 the U.S. Forest Service asked 
that this same protecton be extended to 
the other residents and property hold
ers along the Rampart Range. No action 
was taken. 

For this reason, and because of the 
recommendation of the Public Land Law 
Review Commission that "large scale 
limited or single use withdrawals of a 
permanent or indefinite term should be 
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accomplished only by act of Congress," 
I have introduced this bill. 

It merits the special attention of the 
92d Congress. 

AN ALL-VOLUNTEER MILITARY 
<Mr. KASTENMEIER asked and was 

given permission to address the Ho~e 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend his 
remarks and include extraneous matter.) 
Mr.KAS~EIER.Mr.Speaker, ~e 

traditional view of the draft as an alien 
institution in a genuinely free sooiety 
must be preserved, and all attempts to 
make conscription a permanent, integral 
feature of American society must be 
firmly opposed. Given the values of a free 
society and, indeed, the history of the 
United States a volunteer military is not 
merely the fairest system of military 
manpower recruitment, it is the only 
fully fair system. The princi?le of fr~ 
men freely deciding on soldiery tradi
tionally has been a value appreciated in 
the United States. 

Entirely voluntary armies fought sev
eral wars and protected the Nation in 
between them. When a draft became 
necessary, in the massive land conflicts 
of the Civil War, World War I, and 
World War II, it was tolerated with the 
knowledge that it was an em~rgency 
measure what James Madison spoke of 
as ' 'the impulse of self-preservation," to 
be dismanteled after the war like other 
emergency measures that temporarily 
gave the state unusual control of a 
man's person and liberty. 

After World War II, it also appeared 
necessary to extend the draft into peace
time for fear another large war could 
erupt at any time. Since the late 195~'s, 
however, the situation has changed Wl:th 
the development of powerful and sophiS
ticated weapons, the lessened likelihood 
of a massive land war and the unprece
dented, skyrocketinl growth of military
age manpower. Still the draft lingers on, 
an anachronism, lacking even the bless
ing of tradition. 

Today the draft has produced a crisis 
of the fi~st degree in our society. Oppo
sition to American involvement in the 
Indochina war has resulted in many 
young men seeking political refu~e. in 
foreign countries and others remammg 
here in open resistance to the draft law. 
Discontent with the draft, however, is 
more than Vietnam. Many who do not 
oppose American involvement in that 
war nevertheless oppose the draft. They 
point out that the draft is directly coun
ter to American tradition, that it is un
democratic, and that without a declara
tion of war, it is unconstitutional. In 
May 1969, I held unofficial hearings on 
the subject of the draft in my congres
sional district. These hearings held in 
Madison, Wis., provided a forwn through 
which citizens, in my district, from vary
ing backgrounds and viewPOints could 
express their beliefs and attitudes to
ward the selective service law and its 
administration. I think it is fair to say 
that the degree of diversity which the 
participants contained was so great that 
the sole common factor among most of 
them was their opposition to the system 
through which this country currently 

conscripts its young men into the Armed 
Forces. Representatives from groups of 
as wide an ideological spread as the 
Young Americans for Freedom and the 
New Democratic Coalition joined in con
demning the Selective Service System 
and the draft. 

A free society must promote the maxi
mum possible freedom and opportunity 
for self-development for its youth. A 
voluntary military would preserve the 
freedom of individuals to serve or not to 
serve. Or, put the other way, it would 
avoid the arbitrary power that now re
sides in the draft boards or a lottery 
bowl to decide how a young man shall 
spend several of the most important 
years of his life, let alone whether his 
life shall be risked in warfare. 

A voluntary army would enhance the 
freedom of those who now do not serve. 
The ability of young men to emigrate 
or to travel abroad has been limited by 
the need to get the permission of a draft 
board if the young man is not to put him
self in the position of inadvertently being 
a lawbreaker. Being conscripted or the 
threat of conscription has been blantant
ly used as a weapon to discourage free
dom of speech, assembly, and protest. 
The volunteer military meets better than 
any other proposal the problem of how 
we can get rid of such coercion. 

There are still many, especially among 
those directly involved in the military 
and defense leadership who say we can
not end the draft. They have presented a 
number of objections and reservations 
about what returning to volunteer service 
would mean. Many believe that the 
budgetary costs to the Government would 
be substantial. The need to raise pay to 
attract volunteers leads many to feel that 
a volunteer army would be expensive to 
maintain. The fact is that it would cost 
less to man the Armed Forces by volun
teers than it now costs to man the mili
tary by compulsion, if cost is properly 
calculated. The cost listed in the Federal 
budget might be higher, though even 
that is not certain. But the real cost to 
the community would be far lower. The 
real cost of conscripting a soldier who 
would not voluntarily serve on present 
terms is not his pay and the cost of his 
keep. It is the amount of money for 
which he would be willing to serve. When 
he is forced to serve, as is presently the 
case, we are in effect imposing on him a 
tax in kind equal in value to the dif
ference between what it would take to at
tract him and the military pay he actu
ally receives. This implicit tax in kind 
must be added to the explicit taxes im
posed on the rest of us to get the real 
cost of our Armed Forces. If this is done, 
it will be seen at once that abandoning 
conscription would almost surely reduce 
the real cost, because the Armed Forces 
would then be manned by men for whom 
soldiering was the best available career. 
There are some important offsets even on 
the level of budgetary costs. Volunteers 
would serve longer terms, a higher frac
tion would reenlist, and they would have 
a higher average level of skill. The armed 
services would waste fewer manhours in 
training and being trained. Because man
power is cheap to the military it now 
tends to waste it, using enlisted men for 

tasks badly suited to their capacities or 
for tasks that could be performed by 
civilians or machines or eliminated en
tirely. Better pay at the time to volun
teers also might lessen the veterans' 
benefits that we now grant after the 
event. These now cost $6 billion a year or 
one-third as much as current annual 
payroll costs for the active Armed Forces, 
and they will doubtless continue to rise 
under present conditions. 

Another criticism of the volunteer sys
tem is that the conversion to it would 
mean a loss of fiexibility in moving from 
one size force to another. If we are speak
ing of the ability of the military to re
spond to a crisis, however, the answer is 
that we still do have a National Guard 
and a reserve system, whose essential 
function is to respond to any crisis and 
to provide some elasticity in force. 

Still another objection to an all-vol
unteer military is that it is equated with 
a professional army which could con
ceivably develop into a potential threat 
to established political institutions. Such 
a threat, however, could be expected to 
come from the officer corps, rather than 
enlisted personnel, and officers currently 
are, and have always been, in this coun
try, recruited voluntarily. Further, our 
proper tradition of civil control of the 
military has, thus far at least, always 
been sufficiently strong so that there has 
been no threat of military takeover. His
tory seems to show, however, that such 
threats have come from conscript as well 
as volunteer armies. 

There are those who feel a lottery or 
random selection process would solve the 
numerous inequities of the draft system. 
However, the lottery supporters miss the 
point because the lottery still perpetuates 
a system of compulsion which is, in it
self, the denial of an essential freedom 
which should be jealously guarded except 
in times of genuine national emergency. 

There also is serious danger in some 
of the proposals now being offered as 
alternatives to our present draft law. For 
example, the idea of national service for 
youth is an interesting one, but the no
tion that it should be compulsory or tied 
to conscription is totalitarian and must 
be opposed by all Democrats. Similary, 
the proposal to expand the scope of mil
itary induction to include unqualified 
youth, so that they may receive the edu
cational benefits of the armed services, is 
highly reminiscent of the procedures of 
a garrison state. It is not a matter of 
pride that the best opportunities for self
improvement for underprivileged youth 
should be offered by the military. This 
situation is a measure of the default of 
the larger society, and the war on pov
erty is not going to be won by giving the 
military even more control over the lives 
of young men. 

Our Nation's heritage has been one 
of individual rights, just, and democratic 
ideals. r.i'he volunteer principle has been 
central to the whole concept of our po
litical development. Conscription, in any 
form, abridges freedom and erodes faith 
in the Government while, at the same 
time, frustrates the individual in his de
sire to participate freely in a free so
ciety. The doctrine of allowing people to 
choose voluntarily the direction of their 
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lives is most compatible with our herit
age, and we would be wise to return to 
the spirit of the founding of our Republic 
and end the draft with the hope of never 
having to resort to its use again. 

Mr. Speaker, with this goal in mind, I 
am introducing legislation, today, to 
abolish the draft by December 31, 1971, 
and replace it with an all-volunteer 
military. 

Mr. Speaker, I also am introducing 
another bill which would prohibit the use 
of draftees in undeclared wars without 
first obtaining their consent. Conscripts 
should not be forced to serve in any hos
tility in which Congress has not declared 
a state of war. 

IMMEDIATE NEED FOR SOCIAL 
SECURrrY INCREASE 

(Mr. V ANIK asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, as we start 
the first session of the 92d Congress, our 
first action should be the enactment of 
the social security increase which was 
stalled in the last Congress. 

In the meanwhile, the inflationary im
pact continues without restraint as a 
critical burden on the elderly in retire
ment. The cost of living has skyrocketed 
since the last social security increase and 
further increases in the cost of living 
this year will continue to widen the gap 
between the social security benefits and 
the cost of living. A congressional com
mittee in the other body has recently 
repor ted that over 25 percent of the el
derly over 65 are living in poverty. 

For these reasons, the increase in so
cial security benefits should not be de
ferred until action is taken on the ad
ministration's broad-scale family wel
fare program which could delay in
creased benefits until September. 

I hope that the House will very quickly 
enact across-the-board increases in so
cial semrrity of not less than 10 percent 
with an increase in the minimum pay
ment to $100, and an increase in there
tirement earnings test to $2,400. 

These provisions should be made effec
tive January 1, 1971. 

THE ERA OF THE 1970'S 
(Mr. JAMES V. STANTON asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. JAMES V. STANTON. Mr. Speak
er, today's opening session of the 92d 
Congress marks the beginning of a new 
effort to meet the challenge of the social 
issues of the day. 

It is my hope that the leadershio of 
the Honorable CARL ALBERT of Oklahoma 
and the Honorable HALE BoGGs of Lou
isiana will unite the country on these is
sues. Of immediate concern is the need 
for legislation covering national health 
insurance and Federal revenue sharing 
with the cities. 

This session also marks the beginning 
of a new decade. I hope the era of the 
1970's will see our country of ending 
poverty, controlling pollution, and mak-

ing a lasting peace with the same deter
mination that saw the United States land 
the first man on the moon in the 1960's. 

DEATH OF MISS JUDY CELLER 
<Mr. CAREY asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute.> 

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
deep regret I announce, as secretary of 
the New York delegation, that on last 
evening the daughter of our beloved 
dean, EMANUEL CELLER, Miss Judy Celler, 
passed away. Mr. CELLER therefore is not 
with us today. 

I know the New York delegation will 
have many Members of this body joining 
witl:: us as we extend to our deeply be
loved dean our deep sympathy on the 
passing of his beloved d~ughter. 

JOHN W. McCORMACK 
<Mr. COLLIER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, although 
I voted for your distinguished opponent, 
the gentleman from Michigan, I offer my 
heartiest congratulations and best 
wishes as you assume the tremendous re
sponsibilities of your new position as 
Speaker of the House. At the same time, 
I hope that you will be able to shed those 
burdens at the beginning of the 93d 
Congress. 

While I have the floor, I want to pay 
tribute to the man whom you succeeded, 
the only Speaker who ever retired from 
that high office. While John W. McCor
mack occupied the Speaker's chair from 
January 10, 1962, to January 3, 1971, his 
congressional service covered a period of 
over 42 years. He served for three dec
ades in positions of leadership. 

Congressman McCormack first took the 
oath as a Representative from Massa
chusetts on November 6, 1928. He became 
majority leader less than 12 years later 
and served in that capacity .from Sep
tember 16, 1940, to January 3, 1947, from 
January 3, 1949, to January 3, 1953, and 
from January 3, 1955, to January 3, 1962. 
During the two intervals of one term each 
:b.e was minority whip. 

During his 42 years in the House of 
Representatives, John W. McCormack 
was always a loyal Democrat, but his 
loyalty to the United States of America 
transcended party loyalty. Whenever a 
matter involving the national security 
was before the Congress, partisanship 
was temporarily laid aside and John Mc
Cormack gave his wholehearted support 
t o the President, regardless of whether a 
Republican or a Democrat occupied the 
Executive Mansion. 

When Nikita Khrushchev visited the 
United States in 1959, John McCormack, 
then the majority leader, adamantly op
posed the suggestion that the Soviet 
dictator be permitted to address a joint 
session of the Congress and the matter 
was dropped. 

From November 22, 1963, when John 
F. Kennedy was assassinated, until Jan
uary 20, 1965, when Lyndon B. Johnson 
became President as the result of elec-

tion to that office, John W. McCormack 
stood next in the line of succession to 
the Presidency, inasmuch as there was 
no Vice President during that period of 
14 months. For a brief time immediately 
after President Kennedy's death, it was 
rumored that Vice President Johnson 
had also been assassinated. Had the 
rumors proved true, John McCormack 
would have succeeded to the greatest 
office in the world. 

During those rumor-filled hours on 
the afternoon of November 22, 1963 and 
during the months that followed be
tween then and the next Inauguration 
Day, John McCormack conducted him
self with dignity and attended strictly to 
his duties as a Member from Massachu
setts and Speaker of the House, refusing 
to engage in discussions about what he 
would do if he suddenly became Presi
dent. 

When the suggestion was made by a 
Democratic President that the United 
States would never strike the first blow 
during a showdown with the Soviet 
Union, John McCormack was on record 
as favoring a first strike under certain 
circumstances. 

During an afternoon when those who 
opposed our participation in the war in 
Vietnam occupied the floor, Speaker 
McCormack saw to it that their rights 
under the rules of the House were pro
tected, but those who were present were 
aware that he had no sympathy with 
those who were giving oratorical aid and 
comfort to our Nation's enemies. 

Several years ago, when striking Dis
trict of Columbia schoolteachers visited 
the ~peaker in his office, they not only 
received no sympathy from John w. 
McCormack, but were bluntly told that 
their place was with the pupils who had 
been entrusted to their care. The Irish 
in him was likewise aroused when he let 
demonstrators know that their crude 
methods were not the correct ones to use 
V:hen petitioning the people's representa
tives for a redress of grievances. 

It is my earnest wish, as I know it is 
that of all my colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle, that h1s years of retirement 
will be pleasant ones. 

VISITORS ON THE FLOOR OF THE 
HOUSE 

(Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON. Mr. Speak
er, I take this time to make an inquiry. 

Mr. Speaker, I was concerned during 
the voting ceremonies this afternoon by 
the number of wives who were sitting on 
the floor of the House. It appeared to me 
that this was against the rules of the 
House. 

It seems to me, considering the evening 
scheduled for tomorrow, where we again 
will have a very large attendance on the 
floor of the House, we must instruct in 
some manner those who are in charge as 
to what the rules are, and as to who 
should be on the floor of the House. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON. I am hap
PY to yield to the gentleman from Iowa. 
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Mr. GROSS. I certainly agree with the 
gentleman. There were far too many 
here who were unauthorized personnel. 
The Speaker has already announced, 
however, that tomorrow only persons au
thorized can be on the floor of the House. 

Mr. CHARLES H. Wll..SON. I am sorry 
I missed that. I am happy to have that 
assurance. 

INTRODUCTION OF "EXTRA-CARE" 
HEALTH PLAN 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
RooNEY of New York). Under a previous 
order of the House, the gentleman from 
Missouri <Mr. HALL) is recognized for 10 
minutes. 

<Mr. HALL asked and was given per
mission to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, not too many 
years ago, I stood at this same lectern 
and participated in spirited debate over 
legislation that eventually became known 
as medicare and medicaid. At that time 
I predicted that the projected costs for 
these plans were pathetically underesti
mated. Unhappily, that prediction proved 
to be true, yet those same kind of "?lan
ners" who led us down that economically 
irresponsible path have succeeded in 
throwing off their "mantel of mistakes" 
while transferring it to the shoulders of 
others, and are back again with a ple
thora of bills and ideas, designed to solve 
a so-called "health crisis" that has price 
tags running as high as $77 billion an
nually. Surely by now the Members of this 
body have learned that vast expenditures 
of money solve no problems. In fact, it 
creates even more. 

Let me hastily add that I am not here 
today to bury national health care, but to 
raise it to a level that will enable all 
Americans, and I do mean all, to receive 
quality health care, yet leave intact the 
principles of the free marketplace that 
is after all the very heart of this Republic. 

Today, I am once again introducing a 
new concept in health insurance, na
tional in scope, which will guarantee that 
no American citizen, rich or poor, need 
ever go bankrupt as a result of a pro
longed, or catastrophic type illness or 
injury. 

Mr. Speaker, my bill will accomplish 
this, at a cost the taxpayers can afford, 
and the State Governors should embrace. 
It does the job that needs to be done and 
does not attempt to stake out new ground 
for the Federal Government that is bet
ter left to the private sector. 

I have named the legislation "Extra
Care" for that is its concept, to provide 
the extra health care of highest quality, 
that the American people are unable to 
provide for themselves. No more, no less. 

It is not a decision that I have ar
rived at hurriedly, but comes as a result 
of many years service in the field of 
medicine and additional tenure in the 
Congress. I have had frequent and en
lightening consultations with members 
of the Committee on Ways and Means 
from both sides of the aisle, as well as 
many others deeply involved in the Na
tion's health problems. 

The need for my legislation was 

pointed up in a recent Sylvia Porter col
umn written for the Washington Star. 
Mrs. Porter, suggesting ways for individ
uals to cut medical costs while maintain
ing quality care, wrote: 

Concentrate your health insurance dollars 
on major medical insurance, covering cata
strophic illness. 

She continued: 
Examine your health insurance policies, 

group and individual, to see whether you're 
overloaded with "first dollar" coverage 
which may have limits of only $5,000 to 
$10,000. 

Mr. Speaker, catastrophic illness is a 
specter that haunts most Americans. Few 
are so rich as to view, with financial 
equanimity, the prolonged illness requir
ing hospitalization, continuing medical 
care, and the mustering of these enor
mously sophisticated-but enormously 
expensive--resources of modern medical 
science. 

Such cases are statistically rare--not 
that this is of any comfort to a bank
rupt father, the son who must abandon 
college, the wife who must go back to 
work in order to help pay the bills. But 
rare as they are, either we know someone 
who has been the victim of a cata
strophic illness; or we know someone 
who knows someone. And we say to our
selves: "There but for the grace of God 
go I." 

The fear of catastrophic illness haunts 
the entire middle-income group of 
Americans, even those whom we could 
categorize as "prosperous." 

My bill would lay that fear to rest 
forever. Let me explain it briefly, Mr. 
Speaker: 

In essence, this measure would serve a 
twofold purpose. It would provide for 
those who are unable to provide for 
themselves. And it would assist those 
who can care for their own needs, yet 
run the risk of being wiped out, in the 
event of extensive and prolonged medical 
expenses. 

Let us examine the first of those 
categories-those who are eligible for 
help under medicaid. We are talking 
now of some 10 to 12 million people. As 
of now, the program costs more than $4.5 
billion a year, or somewhere in the neigh
borhood of $400 per person covered. 
Roughly 60 percent of that payout is 
Federal. 

My bill would replace the present 
"title XIX" program-medicaid. 

And under its provisions, those who 
are presently covered would be provided 
with a basic health insurance policy pur
chased for them by the Federal Govern
ment. This policy would be bought from 
the regular, established, private health 
insurance companies--Blue Cross, Blue 
Shield, or the commercial carriers. The 
Federal Government would pay the 
premiums. The policy would be required, 
by statute, to offer a basic package of 
benefits to be determined by the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

In order to preserve the Federal-State 
relationship--which is a right and proper 
one--the State would be asked to par
ticipate i'l the cost whenever a benefi
ciary used up the benefits of the feder
ally purchased coverage. On the average 

that State's share would amount to about 
15 percent of the total cost. Thus, the 
Federal share would be 85 percent, and 
we could budget and depend upon it. 
Based on the $400 average cost of med
icaid each year for an individual, the 
States' share of the matching funds 
would be sharply reduced, enabling the 
States to take on the responsibility of 
paying for the financially devastating, 
but rarely encountered expenses of the 
so-called catastrophic cases. 

I submit, Mr. Speaker, that the States 
would find this arrangement attractive 
for three reasons: 

First. It would cost them far less than 
they are spending at present. 

Second. It would enable them to plan, 
budget and appropriate much more eas
ily, for there would be a more accurate 
basis upon which to plan and work. 

Third. The States would continue to 
act in their traditional role of assuming 
responsibility for long-term care--just 
as they have assumed responsibility in 
decades past for the care of the chronic 
cases, such as the tubercular and the 
mentally ill. 

As for the Federal Government, its 
cost under this phase of my bill would 
be increased by about $1.5 billion a year. 
On the other hand, it too would be able 
to plan, budget, and appropriate more 
intelligently with the elimination of 
sudden fluctuations, unpredictabilities, 
and immeasurables, stemming from a 
variety of other causes. 

As for eligibility requirements, my bill 
provides for the flexibility which only 
State-set standards could provide. Clear
ly, eligibility requirements vary from 
area to area and are determined by eco
nomics, definitions, and cost-of-living 
figures. Where the cost of living is 
high-as in New York City, or Washing
ton, D.C.-eligibility for this coverage 
might be set as high as $4,500 a year for 
a family of four. Where living is less 
expensive, the :figure might be some
where in the neighborhood of $2,600 a 
year. 

The point is, Mr. Speaker, when the 
States set the standard individually, 
they are able to reflect these area differ
ences. A national standard would be like 
a procrustean bed-too long for some, 
too short for others, requiring that legs 
be lopped off or stretched in the name of 
uniformity. 

So much for how the bill proposes we 
handle catastrophic illnesses encoun
tered by those who are presently covered 
by medicaid. 

What of the others? What of the vast 
majority of Americans who are finan
cially able to buy their own basic health 
protection, but who cannot cope with the 
burdens imposed by a catastrophic ill
ness? 

This bill proposes a solution to their 
problem, too. 

Upon discussion with insurance com
pany actuaries, I learn that the average 
health insurance policy provides protec
tion against costs up to about $5,000. 
Such policies assure the beneficiary of 
basic, high-quality health care. 

The problems arise when those bene
fits have been exhausted. 
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For like most of us, Mr. Speaker, nearly 

everyone who carries this protection be
comes financially vulnerable from that 
exhaustion point, forward. 

Here is what I propose we do to remedy 
matters: 

First. The Secretary of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare would establish a cata
strophic health insurance program for 
every American with an income above 
the level of medical indigence. 

Second. Those who contribute to social 
security would be required to pay an ad
ditional four-tenths of 1 percent on 
their taxable earnings, which would be 
matched by their employers. 

Third. Those who are not in the social 
security framework would pay four
tenths of 1 percent of their taxable earn
ings, based on their income tax return. 
up to the maximum social securit:; base, 
which is now $7,800 a year. 

Fourth. All persons with gross non
earned income in excess of $2,000 would 
pay four-tenths of 1 percent on such 
earnings, on their income tax return. 
There would be the proviso that no one 
individual would pay more in total than 
four-tenths of 1 percent, times the maxi
mum taxable earnings base under social 
security. 

Fifth. According to the estimates I 
have received, the income from these tax 
sources would _approximate $2.5 billion 
annually. It would be placed in a Federal 
health care trust fund. 

Sixth. From this pool, the Social Serm
rity Administration would provide 90 
percent reimbursement of the cost of 
health and medical expenses for the indi
vidual and his dependents, whichever ex
ceeds the larger of two sums. The first of 
these is an expenditure of $5,000, whether 
or not it was derived from health insur
ance. The second would be 25 percent of 
the gross income of the individual and 
his dependents. 

Those of our citizens who are 65 years 
of age or older are, of course, protected 
by title XVIII-medicare. For these 
people, my proposal would apply to med
ical expenses actually paid by the indi
vidual in excess of the larger of two 
sums: First, 25 percent of the gross in
come of the individual and his depend
ents; or, second, $1,000. 

Mr. Speaker, these are the highlights 
of my proposal. Let me say that all Gov
ernment efforts to date, have been di
rected at providing first-dollar coverage. 
Invariably, first-dollar coverage entails 
high administrative costs, for it requires 
that many small claims be processed. 
Thereby, the substance of the program is 
eroded. My aim is to protect the public 
from disastrously high costs, give mean
ingful relief to those hardest hit by ex
tensive medical expenses, and at the 
same time, make the greatest use possi
ble of the dollars available. "Extra care" 
will do just that. You will note that in 
recent months it is being copied by many. 
I am glad of this, and have often stated 
that herein is no pride in authorship. 
I hope many and all will study and then 
vigorously support this concept. 

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. HALL. I am glad to yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. CORMAN. I may have missed 
something, but did I understand that the 
gentleman proposes to replace medicaid 
with a catastrophic illness insurance 
policy? 

Mr. HALL. No; I am sure that when 
the gentleman reads the complete text 
of my abbreviated statement in the 
RECORD here he will understand it is not 
true. 

Actually, what happens is that title 19 
of the medicaid portion of the Medicare 
Act, as we know it, will be replaced by a 
trust fund established for free insurance, 
but only that portion of catastrophic 
need can be submitted by the States 
which will go for the catastrophic portion 
of this proposal. Medicaid itself will con
tinue under the direction of the States 
and under the provisions which are being 
created and established by the distin
guished Committee on Ways and Means. 
In other words, this is exactly the same 
proposal that I submitted to the distin
guished gentleman's committee last year. 

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman will yield further, it may be that 
the gentleman and I will be on opposite 
sides on this question or issue when we 
start looking at the President's proposal 
and the gentleman's proposal and the 
one that Senator KENNEDY and I intro
duced today, but I think it is most im
portant to note the high cost of health 
care and recognize it. In my opinion we 
do a disservice to the American people if 
we underestimate the cost of such care 
and I think the gentleman shares that 
view. 

Mr. HALL. I not only share that view 
but I think the social do-gooders that in
sist upon spending money that we do not 
have have overlooked or misplaced the 
reasons for the high cost of medical care. 
I have reference to hospital care, nurs
ing care, dental care, drug care, and doc
tor care and, in my opinion, they do a 
disservice to the Nation and to a plan 
which should be made to work. My only 
attempt is to make the existing plan bet
ter and make it work .. I am not so sure 
that the gentleman and I will be on op
posite sides of the question if he will just 
read and study the detail which I have 
worked out over the past 6 years after 
much research. 

I have been a practicing physician and 
I am familiar with the operation of hos
pitals and have the legislative experience 
along with the gentleman from Cali
fornia as to the facts of life. 

We are in a time of great technical 
breakthrough· and more social needs. 
There is no question about that. In my 
opinion we will have come a long way 
under my submission of this well-re
searched recommendation in the form 
of a bill toward meeting the signs of the 
time, the technological breakthrough not 
only in transportation, communications, 
and other fields but in the medical field 
as well. I think, perhaps, the gentleman 
and I will agree or come close to agree
ing on this subject by the time this bill 
comes out of the gentleman's committee 
to the floor of the House. 

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield further, I know that 
the gentleman has a great concern for 
medical care based upon his vast experi-

ence and I do hope that we can do 
something along this line. I say again I 
share the view that we should not prom
ise people something at a bargain base
ment level and then have them disap
pointed, because as I understand these 
provisions and those which have been 
considered by the Committee on Ways 
and Means, there is not all that much 
waste and skullduggery in the medical 
care field with people running down to 
the doctor because it is free but, rather, 
that many more people are ill and need 
care than we estimated and we ought to 
be realistic about it. 

Mr. HALL. We in dealing with this 
question of providing care ought to be 
honest as to what it is going to cost and 
how it is to be financed. 

I thank the gentleman for his con
tribution. I think we are in agreement 
when he says let us not only be honest 
as to what it will cost, but let us adopt 
and bring out of the committee a bill 
that we can afford to implement. Let us 
get the proper State-Federal relationship 
while at the same time preserving the 
quality of medical care with the person
nel that we have and which will be avail
able in the foreseeable future, while 
eliminating the possibility of family ruin 
with the vegetable cases, the severe 
traumatic accident cases that cannot be 
repaired, or the prolonged cost of tuber
cular care or severe mental illness. I 
commend this to the gentleman and I 
think we should consider the best pos
sible approach to the solution of this 
problem. 

I appreciate the gentleman's participa
tion in this colloquy. 

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HALL. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. As I under
stand the essentials of this proposal, it is 
to follow the principle of participating 
insurance and expand on that which has 
been approved with reference to the in
surance policies and the hospital service 
plans a~d also to consider the free in
surance aspect. Is this, in effect, what 
the gentleman says? 

Mr. HALL. That is exactly correct. The 
gentleman has named it well, it not only 
is participating insurance, but it is pre
insurance through existing agencies. It 
would do absolutely no damage to the 
hospitalization plan, and it would do ab
solutely no damage to the "Blues," 
whether they be Blue Cross or Blue 
Shield, or other private insurers who are 
doing such a good job as intermediaries 
under the medicare and medicaid plans. 

This is designed for that purpose, and 
I will repeat, so as to maintain the qual
ity of care while eliminating catastro
phes from the families in the United 
States of America and assuring good care 
for all who need it. 

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. If the gentle
man will recall, the matter of medicare 
was debated, and a number of programs 
were presented initially. I have advanced 
some along these lines, and I am most 
pleased to see that the gentleman has 
followed through with his own individual 
expertise as a man of the medical pro-
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fession to now bring this into the legis
lative process for consideration. 

I look forward to working with the 
gentleman very closely on this matter, 
and I commend the gentleman for doing 
this. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for his comments. 

TO PROVIDE THAT THE FISCAL 
YEAR OF THE FEDERAL GOVERN
MENT SHALL COINCIDE WITH THE 
CALENDAR YEAR 
The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 

RooNEY of New York). Under a previous 
order of the House, the gentleman from 
Dlinois <Mr. MICHEL) is recognized for 
10 minutes. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, we face a 
multitude of problems as we begin the 
92d Congress, and one of the problems 
which requires our immediate attention 
and action is the Federal fiscal year 
system. 

. During the past four Congresses, only 
eight of 102 regular appropriations bills 
have become law before the beginning 
of the fiscal year to which they per
tained. During the 91st Congress not 
one--I repeat-not one regular appro
priation bill was enacted before the 
fiscal years beginning July 1, 1969, and 
July 1, 1970. 

This situation is disruptive not only of 
the Federal budgetary procedure, but 
also of the management and planning 
of State and local budgets all over the 
country. 

Under present conditions when it is 
almost impossible to send all appropria
tion measures to the White House before 
the first of July, uncertainty is the 
watchword in thousands of offices at all 
levels of government, in public institu
tions and private industry. 

Officials of educational institutions do 
not know how much money will be avail
able for construction of buildings for 
popular ongoing programs, for sch~lar
ships or for salaries. Hospital adminis
trators are in the dark, not knowing 
what Federal funds will be forthcoming 
for hospital construction or for research. 
Badly needed housing cannot be built 
unless those responsible for construction 
know how much money they can expect. 
. Federal agencies operate on continu
mg resolutions, spending at the prior 
year's level without knowing whether 
they are underspending or overspending. 
Naturally, some allotments to local gov
ernmental units are not committed since 
the agencies do not know whether or not 
they will have the funds. 

The need for a change in the fiscal 
year system has become more critical as 
more activities are financed in part by 
the Federal Government in cooperation 
with local governmental units. 

Having served in this body since 1957 
~d havi~g been closely associated with 
Its operatiOns since 1949, I have seen the 
Federal budget grow from less than $41 
~illion annually to more than $200 bil
lion. 

As a member of the House Appropria
tions Committee, I have watched and 
~aited while the 40 or so authorization 
bills were stalled in Congress, necessitat-

ing a rush of tardy appropriations during 
the legislative logjam that occurs near 
the end of a late-running session of Con
gress. 

The situation has gone from bad to 
worse, and it is time we came to grips 
with at least those aspects of the problem 
which can be changed if we want badly 
enough to change them. 

Today, 68 of my colleagues and I are 
introducing legislation which would con
tribute significantly to the alleviation of 
this problem. 

We believe this 92d Congress should 
reva~p the Federal financial system by 
makmg the Federal fiscal year coincide 
with the calendar year. 

It would appear on the surface that 
the use of the calendar year instead of 
the present fiscal year would make little 
substantative difference in Federal budg
etary and appropriation procedure. It 
would, in fact, make little difference in 
the actual physical operation of the Con
gress. The importance of this change 
however, lies in the fact that it would 
push the start of the fiscal year 6 months 
into the future, providing more time for 
hearings, more time for calm delibera
tion, more time for debate on the floor 
and more time for oversight of Federal 
expenditures. 

Most important, millions of Americans 
as individuals, groups, organizations and 
above all, the 50 States would be far bet~ 
ter off knowing in advance what the Fed
eral budget for the next fiscal year will 
be. They would be able to plan to better 
advantage and they would be in a posi
tion to obtain the greatest return for 
each ~e~eral dollar appropriated. The 
rea~ sig.n~ficance of this change would 
b:e m givmg the various instrumentali
ties of government, including State and 
loc~l as well as Federal, time to budget 
t~e1r funds properly, spend their money 
Wisely and make their dollars go fur
ther. 

We do not present this proposal as a 
panacea, Mr. Speaker, for many problems 
would remain even if this change were 
made. We do feel, however, that our pro
posal represents a better way of doing 
business than under our present system. 

In my remarks here this afternoon I 
do not intend to lay the blame for the 
pre~nt situation at anyone's doorstep. A 
variety of factors is responsible for Con
g~ess inability to clear appropriation 
bills before the first of July each year 
The fact remains, however, that we ca~ 
help alleviate some of the problems we 
face by making this change in the fiscal 
year, and I urge my colleagues who have 
no~ already joined us in sponsoring this 
legislation to lend their support to our 
proposal and press for early action on it. 

The text of the legislation follows: 
A Bn.L To PRovn>E THAT THE FiscAL YEAR o:r 

THE UNITED STATES SHALL COINCIDE WITH 
THE CALENDAR YEAR 

Be (t enacted. by the Senate and. House of 
RepresentaUves of the UnUed States of Amer
ica in Congress assembled, 

Section 1. Effective with the fourth cal
endar year which begins after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the fiscal year of all 
departments, agencies, and instrumenta.lltles 
of the Federal Government and the govern
ment of the District of Columbia. shall be 
the calendar year. 

Section 2. The Director of the Ofllce of 
Management and Budget shall provide by 
regulation, order, or otherwise for the order
ly transition by all departmenm, agencies, and 
instrumentalities of the Federal Government 
and the government of the District of Colum
bia from the use of the flscaJ. year in effect 
on the date of enactment of this Act to the 
use of the new fiscal year prescribed by Sec
tion 1 of this Act. The Director shall prepare 
and submit to the Congress a draft or drafts 
of such additional legislation as be consid
ered necessary to accomplish this objective. 

INCREASE SOCIAL SECURITY 
BENEFITS IMMEDIATELY 

~e SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Iowa <Mr. ScHWENGEL) is rec
ognized for 10 minutes. 
~· SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I can 

think of no more urgent legislation and 
no legislation that could pass this House 
more easily than a 10-percent increase 
in social security benefits. I realize that 
our good friend, the honorable chairman 
of the Committee on Ways and Means 
~as promised early action on social secu ~ 
r1ty and welfare legislation and I com
mend his action in introducing at the 
very first possible moment a bill which 
will be the basis for the committee con
sideration of this important piece of leg
islation. I do, however, feel compelled to 
te~per ~Y admiration for this prompt 
actiOn With a few words of warning which 
I hope the House will note. 

Mr. Speaker, our intentions are good 
but we all know which road is paved with 
~ood ~tentions. In the 9lst Congress, our 
mtent10ns were good. We were faced with 
a number of social security and welfare 
problems and today we are still faced 
with the same problems. The legislation 
which we passed and sent to the other 
body late in the spring was considered 
there right up to the final hours of the 
Congress, and on the very last day of the 
year the Senate-passed bill was returned 
to this House with 295 numbered amend
ments. It would have taken the patience 
of a saint, the mind of a genius and the 
speed of our fastest computers to have 
9-igeste~ such a; vast number of changes 
m the trme available. And, now we are in 
a new Congress with the same dreary 
passage before us. The differences which 
existed between the two bodies on New 
Year's Day are still with us. I see no pros
pect for an early resolution of these dif
ferences. Therefore, I urge that we move 
with all possible speed to do now what 
is possible now-pass a 10-percent bene
fit increase now. 

Toward the end of the first session of 
the last Congress when we were faced 
with the same situation the Committee 
on Ways and Means recognized what was 
possible and what was not. Realizing that 
the problems related to welfare and to 
sociel security reform could not be re
solved without prolonged debate the 
committee--in the nature of an e~rg
ency measure-reported out the Social 
S~curi~y A.IJ:lendments of 1969-a simple 
b1ll which did nothing more than provide 
~orne 25 million people with a 15-percent 
mcrease in their social security benefits. 
'!he Senate cooperated and without hear
mgs ~ttached the provisions of our social 
seccnty benefit increase bill to the Tax 
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Reform Act then pending on the Senate 
floor. In this way, we were able to give 
people a badly needed benefit increase 
which the events which transpired later 
in the year proved would not have been 
possible otherwise. 

Mr. Speaker, at the time we passed the 
1969 benefit increase, we promised social 
security beneficiaries that that would 
not be the end of the matter. We gave 
them to understand that an additional 
benefit increase would be forthcoming 
sometime in 1970. In the House, we lived 
up to our understanding and late in the 
spring sent a bill which included, among 
other things, a 5-percent benefit increase 
which was to be effective for this month. 
In the Senate, the increase was doubled 
to 10 percent, also effective for this 
month. However, as much as these in
creases are needed, the millions of peo
ple-retired and their dependents, dis
abled people and their dependents, 
widows and orphans--who depend on 
social security as their main source of 
regular income are still waiting for their 
increase. Worse though, is the prospect 
that come next July 4 they will still be 
waiting. And, nothing in the evidence I 
have seen up to this point gives me any 
great hope that they would not be wait
ing then if we persist in tying social secu
rity benefit increases with welfare re
form and other social security improve
ments. 

We know what has to be done, what 
might be done and what we can do now. 
Specifically, we know that we can pass a 
10-percent social security benefit in
crease, if not today, then before the end 
of the next week. We know that a com
prehensive bill will take months and 
months to enact. We know that. We will 
not pass it today, or next week or next 
month if we count on using the political 
clout of a benefit increase to ride rough
shod over the many objections to specific 
welfare and social security changes. The 
social security benefit increase is being 
held hostage for a number of other pro
visions to which a goodly number of the 
Members of both bodies object. To insist 
on keeping the benefit increase tied with 
all the other charges is political black
mail that I, for one, will not put up with. 
And, I urge all of the Members of this 
body to do the same. If we were to pass 
a 10-percent social security benefit in
crease without any other change, I am 
sure that we could then get all of the 
other social security changes and the 
welfare changes out in the open where in 
a free and open discussion the House, 
and in in its turn the Senate, could work 
its will on them without fear of harming 
the millions of people who depend on 
social security benefits for the food in 
their mouths and the roof over the heads. 

Mr. Speaker, I serve notice on the 
House that this is not the last I will say 
on this matter. On each and every day 
that the House is in session I intend to 
take the floor and exhort the Chamber 
to do right until a benefit increase is sent 
to the Senate. I hope that I will have 
little opportunity to do this because the 
matter is too important for political 
argument. When the welfare of the Na
tion's elderly, disabled, widowed, and 
orphaned is at stake, politics should take 

a back seat. \Ve know what is right. We 
know what we should do. We know what 
we can do. We should put politics aside. 
We should pass a 10-percent social 
security benefit increase now. The need 
is obvious. Even should we pass the in
crease today, the increased benefits can
not be paid for about 3 months. It will 
be May before the benefits can be paid 
no matter how fast we act. Let us do it 
now rather than put it off from month 
to month until we wake up someday to 
the fact that the increased benefits 
cannot possibly be paid until after 
Christmas. 

LEGISLATION WHICH SHOULD 
HAVE PRIORITY 

<Mr. PERKINS asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
body of the RECORD at this point.) 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, on this, 
the opening day of the 92d Congress, I 
am introducing a number of pieces of 
legislation which in previous Congresses 
would command considerable priority. 
In view of the hardship imposed by 
growing unemployment and the stagna
tion of economic activity these bills are 
critically important. In this Congress 
there is an urgent need for assigning 
them the highest priority to enable their 
prompt enactment. 

In the closing days of the last Con
gress there was passed by both Houses 
the Comprehensive Manpower Act 
which for the first time included as a 
part of the manpower package a job
creating program of public service train
ing and employment. It was vetoed by 
the President. I am today introducin~ a 
bill designed to provide authority for a 
public service employment and training 
program without any other provisions of 
the Comprehensive Manpower Act. The 
manpower legislation thus streamlined 
to enable the Congress to give it prompt 
study because of its reduced detail can 
be enacted into law at the earliest possi
ble moment. 

This bill will provide job and com
panion training opportunities for the 
unemployed and municipal and county 
governments performing essential pub
lic services in the fields of health, wel
fare, conservation, and government ad
ministration. At the same time, its 
training components can afford q,n op
portunity for persons employed pw·suanr. 
to its provisions to obtain and retain 
worthwhile employment. 

Many programs under the various leg
islative enactments providing support for 
institutions of higher education and pro
viding financial assistance to students to 
defray the mounting cost of attending 
college are due to expire in a short time. 
I am introducing a comprehensive bill 
designed to strengthen and extend pro
visions of the National Defense Educa
tion Act, the Higher Education Facili
ties Act of 1963, the International Edu
cation Act, and the Higher Education 
Act of 1965 so that the Federal commit
ment to excellence of offerings in higher 
education and broadened opportunities 
for young people to pursue careers in 
higher education can be fulfilled. This bill 
does not include several important areas 

of higher education which I will treat in 
subsequent introductions early in this 
session. 

I am introducing bills to extend and 
improve elementary and secondary edu
cation programs and to authorize Fed
eral funds for school construction. Such 
legislation is of vital importance if we 
are simply to maintain our present 
standards of quality in elementary and 
secondary schools which are confronted 
with increasing inability to finance 
schools solely out of property taxes. I am 
also introducing the Mobile Teachers Re
tirement Act. Shortly, I will introduce 
legislation to improve and extend voca
tional education programs. 

I am also introducing today a bill to 
extend and authorize new funds for the 
Appalachian regional development pro
gram. In conjunction with the long-range 
problems with which this legislation 
deals, I am joining a number of my col
leagues today in sponsoring comprehen
sive antirecession public works legisla
tion. 

One of the priority measures to be 
considered by this Congress is the Eco
nomic Opportunities Act which expires 
on June 30. I am today introducing leg
islation recommending a 5-year exten
sion. 

I am introducing a bill today to elimi
nate several inequities that have de
veloped in the administration of the 
black lung benefit provisions of the Coal 
Mine Safety Act of 1969 and a bill to ex
tend the black lung benefit authoriza
tions. Principal among the inequities is 
one which arises by an administration of 
the black lung compensation provisions 
which treats the program as though it 
were workmen compensation programs 
when the Congress clearly said that it 
was not. This administrative determina
tion results in denying benefits to many 
eligible sufferers of pneumoconiosis by 
reducing social security payments for 
the amount of black lung benefits paid. 

I am also introducing legislation to en
courage the States to improve their 
workmen's compensation laws to assure 
adequate coverage and benefits to em
ployees injured in employment and leg
islation to compensate uranium miners 
suffering disability or death from lung 
cancer resulting from exposure to iodiz
ing radiation in the mines. 

The legislation that I am introducing 
today and that I have discussed above by 
no means are all inclusive nor do they 
complete the list of legislation which I 
will sponsor early in the 92d Congress. 
but the urgency of the matters dealt with 
in this legislation prompts me on the first 
day of this session to place them before 
my colleagues for their immediate anal
ySis and study. 

NATIONAL CATASTROPHIC ILLNESS 
PROTECTION ACT OF 1971 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
RooNEY of New York). Under a previous 
order of the House, the gentleman from 
Maryland <Mr. HOGAN) is recognized for 
30 minutes. 

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, today I 
have introduced a bill, the National 
Catastrophic Tilness Protection Act of 
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1971, which I originally authored and in
troduced in the 91st Congress. This legis
lation, which I consider to be extremely 
important, received bipartisan support 
and sponsorship in both the House and 
the Senate at that time. 

I am pleased to say this proposal is 
again receiving bipartisan support in 
the 92d Congress. Those Members join
ing me today in introducing this legisla
tion are: MARK ANDREWS of North Da
kota, JAMES A. BYRNE of Pennsylvania, 
TIM LEE CARTER of Kentucky, SEYMOUR 
HALPERN of New York, JAMES F. HAS
TINGS of New York, AUGUSTUS F. HAW
KINS of California, PETER N. KYROS of 
MAINE, ROMAN C. PUCINSKI of illinois, 
ROBERT A. ROE Of New Jersey, WILLIAM 
L. ScOTT of Virginia, and LAWRENCE G. 
WILLIAMS of Pennsylvania. 

The National Catastrophic illness Pro
tection Act of 1971 would, if enacted, al
low our Nation's families to protect them 
selves against the scourge of catas
trophic illness. The bill would provide 
the mechanism for such protection in a 
manner which could involve a very small 
Federal expenditure. 

Catastrophic illness, by definition, 
would comprise those illnesses which re
quire health-care expenses in excess of 
what normal basic medical or major 
medical coverage provides protection for. 
Once a family finds itself faced with 
having to pay for health-care costs of 
an extended nature, they are saddled 
with a financial burden that is stagger
ing to comprehend. 

Imagine, if you will, what it means 
to finance for years hospital care which 
will run between $80 and $100 a day afcer 
your routine insurance has been ex
hausted. For middle-income Americans 
who earn too much to receive welfare 
and who are not rich enough to even 
begin to meet such obligations, the re
sult of catastrophic illness is instant 
poverty. The family is driven to its 
knees. 

Such a family, which has probably al
ready watched one of its members in
capacitated and perhaps destroyed med
ically, also . finds that its financial 
stability has disintegrated. Usually, 
private hospitals cannot afford to pro
vide care after the family can no longer 
afford to pay for the hospital's services. 
This means that the afflicted member of 
the family must be transferred to what
ever public facility exists to treat pa
tients under such circumstances. Un
fortunately, these public institutions are 
often understaffed, underequipped, and 
horribly overcrowded. All too often they 
become depositories where families must 
leave their children or other loved ones, 
because the doors of all other possible 
assistance have been slammed in their 
faces. 

Catastrophic illness does not refer to 
a specific or rare disease. It is any dis
order-from the exotic calamity to the 
common coronary. It is the fall from a 
stepladder in a home, a highway acci
dent, or even the untimely sting of a 
bee, which cost one family over $57,000. 
It is anything that happens to any of 
us that causes medical expense in excess 
of what the actuaries tell us we should 
expect. Virtually every family b~comes 

medically destitute when that point is 
reached. Fortunately, only a small por
tion of medical cases are of c:;uch mag
nitude. But for the thousands of families 
who, through no fault of their own, 
find themselves pummeled into such an 
abyss, there is--currently-no hope. 

While catastrophic illness is nondis
criminating in whom it attacks, when 
it attacks and where it attacks, it seems 
that a tragically high number of these 
cases involve children. When a child is 
the victim, the parents are often young 
marrieds who find themselves depriving 
their healthy children of a wholesome 
family life in order to finance the health 
care of a sick child. Often, the havoc is 
so great that the young couples must 
watch their dreams go down the drain as 
all present and future planning is mar
shaled toward the single goal of finding 
the money to pay for their ill child's 
care. While nearly all of the pediatric 
diseases that are catastrophic are indi
vidually rare, in the aggregate they afflict 
more families than most of us would 
imagine. The list of obscure diseases 
such as Tay-Sachs disease, Niemann
Pick disease, Gaucher's disease, Fabrey's 
diseaes, metachromatic-leukodystrophy, 
leukemia, muscular dystrophy, myas
thenia gravis, and the scores and scores 
of other maladies that destroy our peo
ple at enormous emotional and financial 
cost to their families appears endless. 

Obviously, when catastrophic illness 
strikes the head of a household-the 
breadwinner-the disaster is com
pounded. 

We are too great a nation to stand 
idly by-leaving our families that are 
victimized by catastrophic illness to their 
own devices. They have no devices. They 
are alone. 

The legislation which I am proposing 
will go a long way toward mitigating 
against the problems of catastrophic ill
ness because it will stimulate our in
surance industry to provide coverage 
that will allow any family to protect itself 
fully agair~st the costs of catastrophic 
illness. The legislation would foster 
the creation of catastrophic illness-or 
extended care-insurance pools similar 
to those that have been successful in 
making flood insurance and riot insur
ance feasible. 

Because all participating insurance 
companies would be. required to promote 
the plan aggressively, and because we 
would be dealing, statistically, with a 
small minority of all claims, the cost 
per policy should be low. As more people 
buy this new protection as part of their 
health care progam, thereby spreading 
the risk, the cost should drop even more. 
The Federal role would be limited to re
insuring against losses in those in
stances where insurance companies paid 
out more in benefits than they took in 
in premiums. As the insurance industry 
gained experience under the plan they 
would be able to sharpen their actuarial 
planning so that such losses should be 
limited, if they occur at all. 

We have taken careful steps to pre
serve the State role in insurance admin
istration and to allow the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare to par
ticipate in the actuarial review of the 

policy rate structure in order to assure 
that the rates charged for those new 
policies are fair to all parties concerned. 

Perhaps the most attractive feature 
of this legislation is that it would be free 
of all of the constraints that are plaguing 
existing federally funded health care 
programs. We would not be overburden
ing an already overburdened social se
curity system in order to finance the plan. 
Families who choose not to participate 
in the program would not be required 
to do so. However, on the other hand, 
families desiring to secure this protec
tion would be assured of an opportunity 
to do so. 

Under my program a deductible for
mula would be used to stimulate each 
family to provide basic health care pro
tection. It would only be when this de
ductible level had been exceeded that 
the catastrophic insurance protection 
plan would be utilized. Under our for
mula, a family with an adjusted gross 
income of $10,000 would have to either 
pay the first $8,500 of medical expense 
or have provided themselves with $8,-
500 worth of basic insurance protection 
to offset the deductible requirement. Cov
erage from existing basic health and ma
jor medical plans would generally be suf
ficient to satisfy this deductible amount. 
However, if a family with an adjusted 
gross income of $10,000 incurred expenses 
during the period of a year that exceeded 
$8,500, our catastrophic or extended care 
program would be available to see the 
family through the period of financial 
burden when they would ordinarily be 
left on their own without help. 

Again, because relatively few families 
would experience medical costs of this 
magnitude in a single year, the costs for 
this insurance should be quite reason
able-especially as more and more of 
our citizens availed themselves of its 
protection. 

In developing this legislation I have 
met with many individuals uniquely ex
perienced in the problems of catastrophic 
illness. I have discussed this proposal at 
great length with members of the medical 
community and have consulted leading 
members of the insurance community. 
More important, I have met with fam
ilies that have been victimized by catas
trophic illness. I have studied their plight 
in great detail. I know that it is wrong 
that these families are, in effect, aban
doned-almost as a small boat adrift in 
stormy water. 

I know that we can do something to 
help them and we do not have to spend 
ourselves into Federal bankruptcy to do 
it. All we need to do is utilize a concept 
that has been tested successfully in other 
analogous areas. 

A description and section-by-section 
analysis of the National Catastrophic 
illness Protection Act of 1971 follows: 
NATIONAL CATASTROPHIC ILLNESS PROTECTION 

ACT OF 1970 
(Introduced by Representative LAWRENCE J. 

HoGAN (Republican of Maryland) June 10, 
1970) 

PURPOSE AND ORGANIZATION OF LEGISLATION 

The proposed National catastrophic Til
ness Protection Act of 1970 is designed to 
encourage private health insurers, with the 
assistance of the Federal Government, to 
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provide adequate health insurance protec
tion for persons who cannot otherwise afford 
such protection, or whose medical and 
health expenses are such that extended 
health insurance protection is not available. 
According to the findings outlined by Con
gress in the proposal, "many individuals are 
still unable to secure adequate health insur
ance protection or to secure such protection 
at rates which they can afford" and "few of 
our citizens are protected" from the costs of 
"catastrophic illness." 

To deal with these problems, the bill would 
create a Federal health reinsurance program 
designed to encourage the development by 
the private insurance industry of policies 
which would afford individuals extended pro
tection. Working with the industry, the Gov
ernment would reinsure policies on terms 
and conditions calculated to provide maxi
mum encouragement to insurance companies 
to participate in the program, either individ
ually or through pools established for the 
purpose. 

The legislation contains five titles designed 
to meet the program's objectives. Title I con
tains general provisions relating to the pro
gram, including the statement of Congres
sional findings and a section setting forth 
the definitions used in the proposal. Title 
II establishes the National catastrophic In
surance Program by means of State-wide 
plans providing extended health insurance 
coverage through a program by which the 
Federal Government reinsures losses of in
surers or pools of insurers offering extended 
health insurance policies. Title III contains 
the Federal reinsurance mechanism for pro
tecting insurers against losses incurred by 
plans provided under title II of the bill. Title 
IV of the legislation establishes a separate 
reinsuran<:e program to operate in those 
States where a State-wide plan is not devel
oped in accordance with title II of the bill. 
Title V of the proposal contains general pro
visions relating to claims and judicial re
view procedures and Federal financial obliga
tions in connection with the reinsurance 
programs established under titles II and IV 
of the bill. 

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS 

Title I --General Pr-: '.iLsions 
Section 101-Short Titl~. Provides that the 

legislation may be known as the "National 
Catastrophic Illness Protection Act of 1970." 

Section 102-Findings and Purpose. Sets 
forth the findings of the Congress that there 
are still many individuals who cannot secure 
or cannot afford adequate health insurance 
protection and that very little insurance 
protection is available to help meet the 
costs of catastrophic illness or disease. Estab
lishes as the policy of Congress the need 
for a National Catastrophic Illness Insurance 
program to encourage States and private in
surers in the development of policies which 
will meet the problems set forth in the 
statement of findings. 

Section 103-Definitions. Defines certain 
terms used in the Act, such as "extended 
health insurance," "costs of medical care," 
"insurer," "pool" and "reinsured losses." 
Among the definitions are : 

( 1) extended health insurance, meaning 
insurance against all costs paid or incurred 
for medical care as defined in the Internal 
Revenue Act. 

(2) costs of medical care, include expenses 
of medical care incurred by or on behalf of 
persons covered by an extended health in
surance policy which are deductible in ac
cordance with provisions in the ms Code. 

(3) Insurers, include any insurance com
pany or group of companies under common 
ownership authorized to engage in the in
surance bus-iness under laws of a State. 

(4) pool, meaning association of insurance 
companies in a State formed or organized for 
the purpose of making extended health in
surance more readily available. 

(5) reinsured losses, meaning losses on re
insurance claims under this Act and all di
rect expenses incurred in connection with 
such claims, including processing, verifying, 
and paying such losses. 
T i tle 11-Establishment of program; State 

plans 
Section 201-Authority. Authorizes the 

Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare 
to establish and carry out a National Cata
strophic Illness Insurance Program. 

Section 202-State Plans. Provides that the 
program shall involve the creation of State
wide plans providing extended health insur
ance, and that the Federal Government will 
reinsure insurers and pools of insurers who 
offer such insurance. Each insurer (or pool 
of insurers) will work with the State insur
ance authority in carrying out the State
wide plan. All plans would have to include: 

(1) that extended health insurance be 
available to all eligible individuals, as de
fined in Sec. 203, and at a cost which is rea
sonable, as defined in Sec. 204, subject only 
to deductibles authorized in Sec. 205. 

(2) that where an insurer does not agree 
to write a policy of extended insurance, or 
does so under various limiting conditions, 
the State authority is notified. The policy 
would then be placed with a pool or other
wise assigned to insurers by the "all-industry 
placement facility," provided for in Sec. 206. 

(3) that data be compiled and studied in 
connection with the operation of the State
wide plan. 

(4) that certain reports be submitted to 
the State insurance authority by individual 
insurers. 

(5) that any cancellation of a policy pro
vide for reasonable notice to permit coverage 
under a new policy to be written under the 
plan. 

(6) that public information about the plan 
be readily distributed. 

Further, each plan would have to contain 
such terms, conditions, requirements and 
other provisions determined to be necessary 
to carry out the purpose of the program. 

Section 203-Eligible Individuals. In order 
to be eligible for policies issued under a 
State-wide plan, an individual would have 
to be a resident of the State and make ap
propriate application, or be a member of the 
household of such a person and his spouse, 
child, grandchild, parent or grandparent. 

Section 204--Premium Setting. Premium 
rates would be set on the basis of a study of 
the risks in question and accepted actuarial 
principles. These rates would be promulgated 
by the Secretary for use by States and insur
ers in charging for extended health insur
ance issued under plans approved under Sec. 
202 above. Rate differentials would be au
thorized on the basis of the number of per
sons covered in a family, or by other factors 
approved by the Secretary, including the 
different risks involved in various coverage 
arrangements. Where insurers established 
rates lower than those promulgated by the 
Secretary, any losses sustained by these in
surers or pools of insurers would be com
pensated by "premium equalizers" provided 
for in Sec. 504 of the bill. 

Section 205-Deductibles. Provides that, 
before payments are made under an extended 
insurance policy, a deductible must be satis
fied through an equal amount of medical 
expenses paid or incurred by such individual. 
The amount of such deductible is determined 
by relating the extent of medical expenses 
to adjusted income and is equal to one-half 
of the amount by which a person's or fam
ily's adjusted income exceeds $1,000 but does 
not exceed $2,000; plus all of the amount by 
which such adjusted income exceeds $2,000. 
(A person with an adjusted income of $10,
ooo would have a deductible of $8,500.) 

For the purposes of this section, the term 
"adjusted income" means the gross income 
of an individual or family for tax purposes 

less the aggregate amount of personal tax 
exemptions allowed the individual or family. 

For satisfying the deductible, costs paid 
and incurred with respect to an illness which 
began in the previous year and continued 
uninterrupted until such costs were paid or 
incurred, shall be considered to have been 
paid or incurred in such previous year. 

The deductible would be reduced by the 
amount of any payments, for the costs o:t 
care covered by the Medicare and Medicaid 
programs, or by any other public or private 
health insurance policy covering such care. 

Section 206-All Industry Placement 
Facility. A State-wide plan must provide for 
an all-industry placement facility which 
would have the responsibility of distributing 
equitably the risks involved in the issuance 
of extended health insurance and which 
would seek to place insurance up to the full 
insurable value of the risk to be insured. 

Section 207-Industry Cooperation. Pro
vides that certain statements pledging par
ticipation and cooperation with the State 
insurance authority would be required of 
insurers seeking reinsurance under the pro
gram. In addition, no insurer shall direct 
any agent or broker not to solicit business 
through such a plan, nor penalize agents 
or brokers in any manner for submitting 
applications under the plan. 

Section 208-Plan Evaluation. Provides 
that the State plan shall be evaluated from 
time to time in accordance with criteria 
established by the Secretary. 

Title III-Reinsurance coverage 
Section 301-Reinsurance of Losses under 

Extended Health Insurance Policies. Provides 
that the Secretary is authorized to reinsure 
against the losses which might be incurred 
under extended health insurance policies. 
Temporary reinsurance would be authorized 
immediately after enactment, but at the 
expiration of such temporary period, only 
permanent reinsurance is available to in
surers participating in a. State-wide plan as 
provided for in title II. 

Section 302-Reinsurance Agreements and 
Premiums. Authorizes the Secretary to make 
agreements with insurers and pools for re
insurance in consideration of payments of 
reinsurance premiums deposited in the Na
tional Catastrophic Illness Insurance Fund 
provided for in Sec. 503 of the bill. Reinsur
ance offered would pay an insurer or pool for 
total proved and approved claims for losses 
in connection with the provision of extended 
health insurance over and above the reten
tion of such losses by insurers which were 
required in accordance with the reinsurance 
contract. Terms would be made annually in 
connection with any reinsurance contract. 

Section 303--Conditions of Reinsurance. 
Provides a detailed procedure for imple
mentation of the reinsurance program in a 
State within specified time requirements, 
taking into account certain State and local 
factors which might affect such implementa
tion. 

Section 304--Recovery of Premiums,· 
Statute of Limitations. Provides that the 
Government may recover in the courts any 
unpaid premiums lawfully payable to the 
Government by an insurer under provisions 
of a 5-year statute of limitations. 
Title IV--Government program with indus

try assistance 
Section 401-Federal Operation of Program 

in Noncooperating States. Authorizes after 
certain determinations that, where a State
wide program cannot be carried out, or that 
the objective of the program would be mate
ria.lly assisted by the Federal Government's 
assumption of the plan, arrangements for 
operation by the Government may be car
ried out. Insurers would deal directly with 
the Federal Government as fiscal agents of 
the United States. 

Section 402-Adjustment and Payment of 
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Claims. If a Federally-operated program is 
provided for, the Secretary is authorized to 
adjust and pay claims for proved and ap
proved losses covered by extended health 
insurance. 
Title V-Provisions of general applicability 

Section 501-Claims and Judicial Review. 
Provides procedures for judicial review of dis
allowances for claims for losses under the 
reinsurance program, whether State-wide or 
operating by the Federal Government. 

Section 502--Fiscal Intermediaries and 
Servicing Agents. Authorizes the Government 
to enter into contracts and other arrange
ments for claims review, receiving and dis
bursing funds for making payments, etc. 

Section 503-National Catastrophic Illness 
Insurance Fund. Provides for the creation of 
a fund for purposes of receiving premiums 
for reinsurance, paying claims, and so on. 

Section 504--Premium Equalization Pay
ments. Provides that the Secretary may make 
periodic payments to insurers and pools in 
recognition of reductions in premium rates 
below estimated risks a.s provided for in Sec. 
204. 

Section 505-Records, Annual Statement, 
and Audits. Self-explanatory. 

Section 506-General Powers. Authorizes 
the Secretary of HEW to exercise certain 
powers vested in the Secretary of HUD under 
the Housing Act of 1950, in addition to pow-
ers provided in this P:Oposal. . . 

Section 507-Servwes and Facihttes of 
Other Agencies. Provides that the Secretary 
may, on a reimbursable basis, utillze the 
services of other Government agencies. 

Section 508-Advance Payments. Author
izes necessary payment adjustments in con
nection with the program. 

section 509-Taxation. Exempts the Na
tional catastrophic Tiliness Insurance Fund 
from Federal taxation, except that any real 
property acquired by the Secretary as the re
sult of reinsurance would be taxable by 
states or political subdivisions. 

Section 51G-Approprlations. Authorizes 
such appropriations as are necessary to carry 
out the provisions of the blll. 
APPLICATION OF THE DEDUCTIBLE UNDER THE 

NATIONAL CATASTROPHIC ILLNESS PROTECTION 

ACT OF 1970 

The deductible, or the amount of medical 
costs which must be incurred or paid in one 
year before benefits begin under this insur
·ance, ts based on individual or family in
come and would be as follows: 

Adjusted income: 

And so on up the scale. 

"Adjusted income" means the gross income 
of an individual or family for tax purposes 
less the aggregate amount of personal tax 
exemptions allowed. 

The deductible would be reduced by the 
amount of any payments, for the costs of 
care covered by the Medicare and Medicaid 
programs, or by any other public or private 
health insurance pollcy covering such care. 

Example: A family with an adjusted in
come of $10,000 would during a. year be re
quired to pay or incur medical expenses to 
the extent of $8,500 (or to have insurance 
coverage to meet those expenses in whole or 
in part; Medicare or Medicaid payments 
would reduce the deductible similarly) . At 
that point all medical expenses regardless of 
the extelllt, during that year, or for any 
lengthy lllness or injury the treatment of 

which extends into another year, would be 
covered under such a policy. 

TAKE PRIDE IN AMERICA 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Ohio <Mr. MILLER) is recog
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, to
day we should take note of America's 
great accomplishments and in so doing 
renew our faith and confidence in our
selves as individuals and as a nation. 

In 1903 two Dayton, Ohio, dreamers 
despite public skepticism and lack of fi
nancial assistance, made man's conquest 
of the air come true. The determination 
and ingenuity of Orville and Wilbur 
Wright made aviation history and the 
world began to draw a little closer to
gether. 

SUGAR ACT REFORMS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Dlinois <Mr. FINDLEY) is rec
ognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, the com
plaints I have today about some aspects 
of USDA personnel have nothing to do 
with personal integrity. They have, in
stead, to do with philosophy and direc
tion. And they are confined to the high
est reaches of the administrative pyr
amid, specifically, the 53 highest execu
tive positions. 

Note one very critical position, the 
office of general counsel. USDA is the 
only department in the entire executive 
branch where the same person serves as 
general counsel who served in that ca
pacity in the Johnson administration, 

To name another, USDA is one of only 
two departments where the assistant 
secretary for administration is a hold
over from Johnson years. What makes 
this holdover particularly remarkable is 
the fact that the person involved, Joseph 
Robertson, was brought to this position 
from Orville Freedman's days as Min
nesota Governor and had a major role in 
the prompt housecleaning of top execu
tives effec·ted by Mr. Freeman in 1961. 

It would be strange indeed if Mr. 
Robertson worked hard for Mr. Hardin 
in cleaning out the key personnel he had 
worked so hard to install under Secre
tary Freeman. And he has not. Of the 
seven principal executives under Mr. 
Robertson, only one is a Republican. 

Two years after the new administra
tion took office with a mandate for 
change, only 26 of the top 53 executive 
positions in USDA are occupied by peo
ple with Republican credentials, and two 
of these were Democrats until 1968. 

Seventeen of the 53-one-third of the 
total-are Democrats. 

These 53 are the top policymakers. 
They stand between the cabinet officer 
and the lower-level professional person
nel. They set the tone, direct the prepa
ration of guidelines and regulations. 
They must be closely tuned to the spirit 
and philosophy of the administration 
if a change in direction is to be effected. 
And no one can doubt that the new ad-

ministration came to office with a man
date for change. 

To the extent that Secretary Hardin 
keeps the old team at the top he com
plicates the difficult task of effecting 
change. The old team helped to con
struct the old policies, and can hard
ly be enthusiastic about extensive remod
eling of its own handiwork. 

This is no reflection on the compe
tence, skills, expertise, or integrity of 
these men. They have a built-in divi
sion of loyalty that no human being can 
be expected to shed. They naturally tend 
to justify and defend their record of 
yesterday, try as they may to adjust 
themselves to the new order. 

Secretary Hardin's path would be eas
ier if he would complete the long over
due housecleaning of his top command. 
This would help among other things to 
effect long-needed reform of the Sugar 
Act, the principal legislative item on the 
agenda of the 92d Congress in the agri
cultural field. 

The Sugar Act is the worst outrage 
on the American taxpayers and con
sumers being perpetrated by the Federal 
Government, and that covers a lot of 
ground. 

The Sugar Act hands undeserved 
bonanzas worth millions of dollars to 
certain foreign producers, and shuts out 
all other foreign producers. The Sugar 
Act keeps at an excessive level market 
prices paid to U.S. producers, and yet 
hands these same producers direct pay
ments which last year added up to $90 
million. All they must do to get the pay
ments is produce sugar. Land diversion 
is not required. Overseas refiners are 
effectively barred from the U.S. market. 
With a couple of tiny exceptions, sugar 
can enter this country only in unrefined 
form. 

Sugar is the commodity most tightly 
regulated by the Federal Government. 
So skillful is Government control of the 
production, import, and marketing of 
sugar that the price is kept almost con
stant from year to year. Consumers do 
not complain much because the price is 
constant-constantly high. 

To be specific, Monday of this week 
the American homemaker in Washing
ton, D.C., supermarkets paid $1.29 for a 
10-pound bag of sugar that was selling 
the same day in Toronto, Canada, super
markets for $1.09. That is a 20-percent 
premium. Sugar sells for still less in other 
countries. The premium we pay over 
Canadian prices alone adds up to a $52 
million unjustified burden for U.S. users. 

Sugar is the only commodity which is 
today supported by Government policy 
at 100 percent of parity. It is badly out 
of line with other commodity prices, and 
as all of you know, the parity index itself 
is an outdated and unreliable yardstick 
of farm prosperity. 

A tariff of 0.625 cent per pound is 
charged all foreign sugar arriving in the 
United States 1n addition to the half
cent a pound excise tax we aJl pay at the 
store when we buy sugar. These revenues 
go to the Federal Treasury. 

Because payments to domestic growers 
·are lower than tax and tariff receipts 
from sugar, the sugar program is often 
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said to be "self-financing." In a 1964 
book, Don Paarlberg devastates that 
argwnent. 

It is not clear by what reasoning sugar 
producers feel entitled to federal revenues 
raised by taxes levied on their product. The 
autx>mobile industry does not so reason, nor 
do the petroleum industry, the tobacco in
dustry, or the liquor industry. 

I agree with Mr. Paarlberg. 
There are many pl,aces in the United 

States where the $90 million now spent 
annually for payments could be put to 
good use-places like improved water 
and sewer works for small cities and 
towns to help attract and keep people 
and job-producing industry. 

These payments are equivalent to the 
funding of the Peace Corps, twice as 
much as we spend on environmental con
trol, four times what we spend on the 
Foreign Agricultural Service, and eight 
times wha-t the Federal Government has 
budgeted for juvenile delinquency con
trol. 

The act expires this year, and when 
successor legislation is considered, I wlll 
recommend these specific reforms: 

First. A reduction to 6 cents a pound 
of the target price of raw sugar, New 
York, from its present level of 7 cents. 
This 1-cent per pound reduction would 
be welcome relief to U.S. consumers 
amounting to over $200 million annually. 

Second. Elimination of the direct pay
ment to domestic producers. The payment 
varies with the size of the farm, and 
averages about a half-cent a pound. Pro
ducers do nothing to justify the 
payments. They have no set-aside re
quirement. Among direct-payment recip
ients under various USDA programs they 
are unique in this respect. This change 
in the law would reduce program costs 
about $90 million a year. 

Third. Recapture from foreign suppli
ers half of the difference between the 
world price and the U.S. price. This would 
take part of the bonanza from the pro
gram, without making the U.S. market 
unattractive. A precise estimate of the 
yield from this recapture feature is hard 
to fix. Even using the relatively high 
world price presently established and as
suming the lower U.S. price I recommend, 
the differential would at least amount to 
over 2 cents a pound. Half of that would 
come to $96 million a year, a tidy sum for 
the U.S. Treasury. 

These reforms would save the Amer
ican people over $200 million as consum
ers, and an additional $196 million as 
taxpayers. 

Even in this trillion-dollar era, the net 
gain of $396 million annually would be 
worth reaching for. 

I do not suggest these reforms as the 
ideal. I would much prefer to see the en
tire program die, with a tariff used as the 
only device to provide a desired level of 
U.S. production. But I have had enough 
experience with the sugar lobby, and 
enough respect for its skill in influencing 
votes quickly on the House floor that I do 
not expect such far-reaching reform this 
year. 

The reforms I have suggested, how
ever, I believe are reachable as well as 
reasonable. 

An alternative to my recapture pro-

posal would be to dispense with foreign 
quotas entirely, and fill overseas require
ments through competitive bidding. 

The advantages to this latter proposal, 
as I see them: 

First. It would end all discrimination 
among foreign sugar producers. Each na
tion would be given an equal fair chance 
at the U.S. sugar market. 

Second. It would take Congress out of 
the business of allocating high-profit 
business among certain favored sugar
producing nations. 

Third. It would put the foreign sugar 
lobby out of business. High-paid lobbyists 
would no longer be involved in backroom 
dealing which a high official of the USDA 
told me recently "is enough to make you 
sick." Neither the executive branch nor 
Congress would have favors to distribute. 

Fourth. It would establish for the first 
time in years a meaningful world price 
for sugar. This would be useful to the 
Congress in considering the maximwn 
prices U.S. conswners should be required 
to pay and the extent to which U.S. pro
duction of sugar can be justified. 

It is high time we lay to rest the false 
notion so conveniently used by lobby
ists that the sugar program is a delicately 
balanced mechanism much too compli
cated for ordinary people to understand 
and much too fragile to stand any kind of 
reform. They have been peddling this 
fiction to the Congress far too long. 

Stripped to its bare essentials, the sugar 
program is nothing but Government con
trol in all its dimensions. In fact, the 
Soviets, who have a longstanding repu
tation for the intensity with which they 
manage farm and conswner items, could 
learn a thing or two from our Sugar Act. 
I question whether the Communists have 
ever succeeded in bringing a consumer 
item under greater government control 
than our Federal Government has 
achieved in the Sugar Act. 

It is high time for Congress to raise 
Cain about the price of cane--sugar, that 
is. 

NATIONAL WEEK OF CONCERN FOR 
PRISONERS OF WAR MISSING IN 
ACTION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from lllinois (Mr. ANDERSON) is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. ANDERSON of lllinois. Mr. 
Speaker, today I am proud to join with 
my distinguished colleagues, the gen
tlemen from Indiana <Mr. MYERS and 
Mr. ZION) and over 150 cosponsors in 
introducing a resolution to designate the 
week of March 21 to 27 as a "National 
Week of Concern for Prisoners of War/ 
Missing in Action." Several concerned 
national groups have called upon us to 
set aside such a week for the purpose of 
focusing American and world attention 
on the plight of American prisoners in 
Southeast Asia. We have chosen the week 
of March 21 to 27 for an historically 
significant reason-it was on March 26, 
1964, that an American Army adviser, 
Capt. Floyd J. Thompson, was captured 
in South Vietnam. thus becoming the 
first American POW in that conflict. 
That was 7 years ago. Today, Captain 

Thompson is listed along with over 1,500 
other Americans as prisoners of war I 
missing in action. 

We are deeply saddened at the tragic 
loss of thousands of lives in Vietnam and 
our hearts go out to all those who have 
lost loved ones in that confiict. But per
haps just as tragic is the fact that hun
dreds of families do not know whether 
their loved ones are alive or dead; many 
families have lived with this anxiety for 
over 6 years. The North Vietnamese are 
guilty of inhumane treatment not only 
against American POW's, but against 
their families for refusing to release a 
complete list of those being held captive, 
and for refusing to allow a free exchange 
of mail between the prisoners and their 
families. These inhumane practices also 
constitute a clear breach of international 
law. In 1957 the North Vietnamese rati
fied the 1949 Geneva Convention relative 
to the treatment of prisoners of war. And 
yet, they have refused to abide by those 
provisions in the treatment of American 
POW's. In addition to the violations I 
have already mentioned, they have also 
refused to release the sick and wounded, 
and have refused to permit impartial in
spections of POW facilities. 

Mr. Speaker, it is our hope that a Na
tional Week of Concern for Prisoners of 
War/Missing in Action, will spotlight the 
plight of American POW's frontstage in 
the arena of world opinion. It is our hope 
that by focusing American and world at
tention on this problem, pressure will be 
brought to bear on the North Vietnamese 
to abide by the Geneva Convention and 
the laws of human decency, and that 
they will begin to negotiate in earnest 
the question of prisoner repatriation. 

Mr. Speaker, I would hope that the 
Judiciary Committee will give this reso
lution its early consideration due to the 
time frame involved. The fact that over 
150 Members of this body have joined as 
cosponsors is a clear indication of the 
widespread support which exists for set
ting aside such a National Week of Con
cern for Prisoners of War /Missing in 
Action. 

At this point in the RECORD I include 
a complete list of the cosponsors of this 
resolution along with the full text of the 
resolution: 

TEXT OF THE HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 

Resolved. by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That to dem
onstrate our suppori; and concern for the 
more than 1500 Americans listed as prison
ers of war or missing in action in Southeast 
Asia, and to forcefully register our protest 
over the inhumane treatment these men 
are receiving at the hands of the North Viet
namese in violation of the Geneva Conven
tion, the President is hereby authorized and 
requested to issue a proclamation designat
ing the period beginning March 21, 1971, and 
ending March 27, 1971, as National Week of 
Concern for Prisoners of War /Missing in Ac
tion," and calling upon the people of the 
United States to observe such week with ap
propriate ceremonies and activities. 

NATIONAL POW/MIA WEEK oF CoNCERN, 

MARCH 21-27: LIST OF HOUSE COSPONSORS 

Anderson (R--Ill.}, Myers (R--Ind.), Zion 
(R--Ind.), Abbitt (D-Va.). Adams (D
Wash.). Addabbo (D-N.Y.}, Anderson (D
Calif.), Andrews (R-N.D.), Archer (R
Tex.} , Arends (R--Dl.) . 
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Aspin (D-Wis.), Baker (R-Tenn.), Bar
rett (D-Pa.), Bell (R-Oalif.), Bennett (D
Fla.), Biaggi (D-N.Y.), Biester (R-Pa.), 
Blackburn (R-Ga.), Blanton (D-Tenn.), 
Boland (D-Mass.). 

Bolling (D-Mo.), Brasco (D-N.Y.), Bray 
(R-Ind.), Brinkley (D-Ga.), Broomfield 
(R-Mich.), Broyhill (R-N.C.), Broyhill 
(R-Va.), Buchanan (R-Ala.), Byrne (D
Pa.), Casey (D-Tex.). 

Clausen (R-Calif.), Cleveland (R-N.H.), 
Collier (R-Ill.), Corbett (R-Pa.), Cordova 
(Puerto Rico), Cotter (D-Conn.), Cough
lin (R-Pa.), Crane (R-Ill.), Daniel (D
Va.), Derwinski (R-Ill.). 

Dennis (R-Ind.), Devine (R-Ohio), 
Dingell (D-Mich.), Donohue (D-Mass.), 
Downing (D-Va.), Duncan (R-Tenn.), du
Pont (R-Del.), Edwards (D-La.), Edwards 
(R-Ala.), Eilberg (D-Pa.). 

Erlenborn (R-Ill.), Esch (R-Mich.), 
Evins (D-Tenn.), Fascell (D-Fla.), Find
ley (R-Ill.), Fisher (D-Tex.), Forsythe 
(R-N.J.), Frenzel (R-Minn.), Frey (R
Fla.), Fulton (D-Tenn.). 

Fuqua (D-Fla.), Goldwat~r (R-Calif.), 
Goodling (R-Pa.), Green (D-Pa.), Griffin 
(D-Miss.), Gubser (R-Oalif.), Gude (R
Md.) , Halpern (R-N.Y .) , Hanley (R-N.Y.). 

Hansen (R-Idaho), Harrington (D
Mass.), Harsha (R-Ohio), Harvey (R
Mich.), Hastings (R-N.Y.), Hathaway (D
Maine) , Hicks (D-Mass.) , Horton (R
N.Y.), Hungate (D-Mo.), Hunt (R-N.J.). 

Hutchinson (R-Mich.), Keating (R
Ohio), Kemp (R-N.Y.), King (R-N.Y.), 
Leggett (D-Calif.), Lent (R-N.Y.), Lloyd 
(R-Utah), Lujan (R-N. Mex.), Mailliard 
(R-Calif.), Mathias (R-Calif.). 

Mathis (D-Ga.), Mayne (R-Iowa), Maz
zoli (D-Ky.), McClory (R-Ill.), McClure 
(R-Idaho), McCollister (R-Nebr.), Mc
Kevitt (R-Colo.), McKinney (R-Conn.), 
Meeds (D-Wash.), Michel (R-Ill.). 

Miller (R-Ohio), Minshall (R-Ohio), 
Montgomery (D-Miss.), Nichols (D-Ala.), 

Price (R-Ill.), Price (R-Tex.), Pryor 
(R-N.Y.), Pirnie (R-N.Y.), Poage (R
Tex.), Poff (R-Va.). 

Price (R-Ill.), Price (R-Tex.), Pryor 
(D-Ark.), Pucinski (D-Ill.), Reid (R-Ill.), 
Rhodes (R-Arlz.), Robison (R-N.Y.) , Ro
dino (D-N.J.), Rogers (D-Fla.), Roncalio 
(D-Wyo.). 

Sandman (R-N.J.), Satterfield (D-Va.), 
Schwengel (R-Iowa), Sebelius (R-Kans.), 
Shoup (R-Mont.), Shriver (R-Kans.), 
Skubitz (R-Kans.), Spence (R-S.C.). 

Stanton (R-Ohio), Steele (R-Conn.), 
Stephens (D-Ga.), Stubblefield (D-Ky.), 
Teague (R-Callf.), Terry (R-N.Y.), 
Thompson (R-Wis.), Vander Jagt (R
Mich.). 

Veysey (R-Calif.), Whalen (R-Ohio), 
Widn:all (R-N.J.), Wilson, B. (R-Calif.), 
Winn (R-Kans.), Wright (D-Tex.), Wyatt 
(R-Oreg.), Wylie (R-Ohio). 

Yatron (D-Pa.), Young (D-Fla.), 
Zablocki (D-Wis.), Hammerschmidt (R
Ark.), Hogan (R-Md.), Eshleman (R-Pa.), 
Frelinghuysen (R-N.J.), Brotzman (R
Colo.). 

DEFENSE FACILITIES AND INDUS
TRIAL SECURITY ACT OF 1971 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Texas CMr. PRICE) is recog
nized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, be
fore I was chosen by the voters in the 
18th Congressional District of Texas to 
be their elected Representative in Con
gress I was, as a private citizen, quite 
concemed about the menace interna
tional communism poses to our way of 
life. And when I took office in 1966 I 

vowed then to do whatever I could as a 
U.S. Congressman to help preserve and 
protect our great heritage. 

It is in this vein that I have in pre
vious Congresses introduced legislation 
prohibiting Communists and other sub
versives from working in defense plants 
and security installations. In the last 
Congress, the House Internal Security 
Committee took my basic proposition; 
namely, that those dedicated to the over
throw of this country should be denied 
employment in defense and other secu
rity oriented facili·ties, and expanded it 
into a comprehensive set of proposals 
entitled the Defense Facilities and In
dustrial Security Act of 1970. This act 
passed the House early in the first ses
sion, but fell into a legislative morass in 
the Senate and died a natural death 
when the 91st Congress adjoumed. 

In an effort to give new impetus to 
this vital issue, I am today introducing 
legislation similar to the act that passed 
the House last year. I urge my colleagues 
to expedite this proposal and transmit 
it to the other body. Hopefully, in the last 
18 months or so the difficulties which 
frustrated its progress then will have 
been overcome, and I>roductive action 
will be forthcoming. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe we must act 
quickly on this issue. With each passing 
week the dangers to our defense and 
security installations become more acute, 
and in the absence of congressional ac
tion, they will continue to be attractive 
and accessible targets for subversives. 

If those of us who are concerned about 
the dangers that Communists and other 
subversives pose to our Nation can affect 
passage of this legislation, I believe it will 
be a giant step toward thwarting the 
efforts of those who would hope to under
mine and overthrow the Government of 
the United States. 

REVENUE SHARING WITH A DIF
FERENCE: THE STATE AND LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT MODERNIZATION 
ACT OF 1971 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Wisconsin <Mr. REuss) is 
recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, I am intro
ducing today for myself and for the gen
tleman from New York CMr. ADDABBo), 
the gentleman from Ohio <Mr. CARNEY), 
the gentleman from South Dakota <Mr. 
DENHOLM), the gentleman from New 
York CMr. DuLSKI), the gentleman from 
California CMr. EDWARDS), the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania <Mr. EILBERG), the 
gentleman from Massachusetts CMr. 
HARRINGTON), the gentleman from Indi
ana (Mr. HAMILTON), the gentleman 
from California CMr. HAWKINS), the 
gentleman from Illinois CMr. Mm:vA), 
the gentleman from Michigan <Mr. 
NEDZI), the gentleman from Wisconsin 
CMr. OBEY), the gentleman from New 
York <Mr. PoDELL), the gentleman from 
Rhode Island (Mr. TIERNAN), and the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. YAT
RON), H.R. --, a bill to improve inter
governmental relationships, and the 
economy and efficiency of all levels of 

government, by providing Federal block 
grants for States and localities where 
there is a demonstration of State inten
tion to modernize State and local gov
ernment. The bill will shortly be intro
duced in the other body by the junior 
Senator from Minnesota, Mr. HUMPHREY. 

Mr. Speaker, the administration ap
proach to revenue sharing gives no in
centive to State and local governments 
to streamline so they can function more 
efficiently. What we need is a revitalized 
federal system, not perpetuation of the 
status quo, H.R. -- would relieve the 
fiscal crisis of States and localities by 
sharing revenues over and above what 
the Federal Govemment at present dis
tributes in categorical grants; it would 
use revenue sharing to encourage State 
and local governments to modernize 
their structures so the shared funds can 
be spent with greatest effect. 

The bill has these principal features: 
FUNDING 

The bill would provide revenue shar
ing of $3 billion for fiscal 1972, $5 bil
lion for fiscal 1973, $7 billion for fiscal 
1974, and $9 billion for fiscal 1975. 

If the administration will take steps 
to put our country on a full-employ
ment-without-inflation course, and to 
reorder our priorities, enlarged revenues 
will permit the Federal Government to 
perform its necessay functions, balance 
its budget, and still have adequate rev
enues left over for revenue sharing. Any 
administration revenue-sharing proposal 
which is funded by cutting back present 
Federal grant programs and vetoing es
sential increases in these programs will 
be unacceptable to the States, the coun
ties, and the cities, and unacceptable to 
this Democratic Congress. 

QUALIFICATIONS 

The administration approach to rev
enue sharing omits any incentive to 
States to get on with the job of updating 
and streamlining local government in 
this country. The heart of H.R. --is a 
requirement that States qualify for rev
enue sharing, in the second and sub
sequent years of the program, by pre
paring a master plan and timetable for 
modernizing State-local government. 
What is needed is a catalyst to bring 
about State-local governmental reform, 
not a crutch to allow the States to hob
ble along as they have. The bill con· 
tains a "check list" of illustrative re
forms. The beneficiaries of revenue 
sharing would not be subject to any 
strings on the type of plan presented, on 
how they spend their funds, or even on 
progress made in fulfilling the plans. 

STATE INCOME TAX INCENTIVE 

The bill gives double weighting to 
the income tax efforts of the States after 
July 1, 1974, in the formula used to ap
portion funds among the States. States 
lacking income taxes thus have an in
centive to adopt them and have time to 
take the necessary legislative steps to en-
act them. At present, nine States-Con
necticut, Florida, Nevada, Ohio, Penn
sylvania, South Dakota, Texas, Wash
ington, Wyoming-have no income tax 
at all, and compete unfairly for industry 
with the States which have such a tax. 
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Four States have narrowly based income 
taxes-New Hampshire, New Jersey, 
Rhode Island, and Tennessee-and five 
States-lllinois, Indiana, Massachusetts, 
Michigan, Mississippi-have income 
taxes with the same rate for both rich 
and poor. 

The administration approach to rev
enue sharing omits any State income 
tax incentive. 

ALLOCATION TO LOCALITIES 

The bill incorporates allocation pro
cedures recently worked out by the na
tional organizations of cities, mayors, 
Governors, and counties. 

First. A State will get a 10-percent 
bonus in its portion of the Federal rev
enue-sharing pot if it sits down and 
negotiates an agreement with a rep
resentative number of county and city 
governments determining the State
local split pass-through and the local 
distribution of these funds. The agree
ment must be enacted as State law and 
approved by a majority decision of all 
county governments, representing at 
least half of all counties by population; 
and by a majority decision of all govern
ments of cities with 2,500 or more popu
lation, representing at least half of all 
such cities by population. 

Second. If a State does not negotiate, 
it must pass through to its localities an 
amount that will average over 50 per
cent nationwide. According to the for
mula set out in the bill, the local share 
will range from about 30 to 65 percent 
State by State, far more than the aver
age 30 percent provided in the 1969 
administration bill. Distribution of the 
local share would be determined by State 
law. 

I applaud the agreement worked out 
by the national State-county-city or
ganizations, particularly the "negotia
tions option." I anticipate that intra
state apportionment negotiations will at 
the same time provide a forum for con
sultation and agreement on a moderni
zation plan. 

The bill further avoids a major flaw 
in the administration's revenue-sharing 
approach: Mandatory distribution to all 
63,000 local governments, whether rich 
or poor, archaic or efficient. Instead we 
leave distribution among localities to 
State law or to intrastate negotiation, 
thus providing the flexibility needed to 
encourage consolidation of inefficient 
units, and to take account of relative 
fiscal need and other differences State b~· 
State. 

If the "negotiations option" is not ex
ercised, the "local share" State by State 
under H.R. -- will be approximately 
that set out in the following table, pre
pared on the basis of 1966-67 data: 

[In percent] 
Local 
share 

Alaban1a --------------------------- 39.22 
Alaska----------------------------- 31.45 
Arizona ---------------------------- 44.58 
Arkansas -------------------------- 35.84 
Callf'ornia ------------------------- 57. 94 
Colorado -------------------------- 50.59 
Connecticut ----------------------- 51. 57 
Delaware --------------------------- 28. 20 District of Columbia _______________ _ 

F1orida ---------------------------- 53.43 
<leorgla ---------------------------- 43.83 

Hawaii ----------------------------- 28. 09 
Idaho------------------------------ 42.08 
Illinois ---------------------------- 57.38 
Indiana---------------------------- 48.07 
Iowa------------------------------- 52.53 
F(ansas ---------------------------- 52.55 
F(entucky -------------------------- 36.95 
Loulruana -------------------------- 30.77 
~aine ------------------------------44.79 
~aryland -------------------------- 47.72 
~ssachusetts --------------------- 53. 14 
~chigan -------------------------- 46.94 
~innesota ------------------------- 49. 25 
~isS'issippi ------------------------- 40. 15 
~issouri ------------------- - ------- 52.52 
~ontana ---------------------------54.48 
Nebraska -------------------------- 65.05 
Nevada ---------------------------- 54.39 New Hampshire _____________________ 58. 54 

NewJerseY-------------------------- 61.65 
New ~exiCO------------------------ 27. 79 New York __________________________ 53.48 

North carollna--------------------- 31. 86 
North ~kota---------------------- 43.25 
Ohio ------------------------------- 58. 09 
Oklahoma ------------------------- 38. 64 
Oregon----------------------------- 49.75 
Pennsylvania ---------------------- 48. 50 
Rhode Island-----~---------------- 45. 13 
South Oarolina _____________________ 29. 36 
South I>akota _______________________ 54.44 

Tennessee-------------------------- 45.29 
Texas ----------------------------- 49.68 
Utah ------------------------------ 41.08 
Vermont --------------------------- 39.14 
Virginia --------------------------- 42. 09 
VVashington ------------------------ 38.29 West Virgiv.ta _______________________ 34. 07 

VVisconsin -------------------------- 41.91 
VVyorning -------------------------- 49.10 

The text of H.R. --follows: 
A bill to improve inter-governmental rela

tionships, and the economy and efficiency 
of all levels of government, by providing 
Federal block grants for States and locali
ties where there is a demonstration of 
State intention to modernize State and 
local government 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled. 

SHORT TITLE 
SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the 

"State and Local Government Modernization 
Act of 1971". 

FEDERAL BLOCK GRANTS 
SEC. 2. (a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA

TIONS.-There is herewith authorized to be 
appropriated for the fiscal year beginning 
July 1, 1971, $3 billion; for the fiscal year 
beginning July 1, 1972, $5 billion; for the 
fiscal year beginning July 1, 1973, $7 billion; 
for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1974, 
$9 billion; to be paid by the President to all 
States (and location within such States) 
which qualify for Federal block grants. 

(b) DETERMINATION OF "OVERALL STATE
LOCAL SHARE."-Subject to the provisions of 
subsection (d) (2) of this section, the Pres
ident shall quarterly make a payment to each 
State (and to eligible local governments in 
that State pursuant to subsection (c) or (d) 
of this section) which is qualified under 
section 3 of this Act for a Federal block 
grant of an amount to be known as the 
"overall State-local share," which shall bear 
the same ratio to the amount appropriated 
for that year under subsection (a) of this 
section as the product of-

(1) the State's "revenue-effort ratio" (as 
(2) the State's "revenue-effort ratio" (as 

determined below), 
bears to the sum of tha corresponding prod
ucts for all the States which are qualified for 
a revenue-sharing payment in that year. The 
"revenue-effort ratio" for a State shall be 
the ratio between the sum of all revenues 
collected in the State by the St~te and its 

political subdivisions, and the total personal 
income for the State. After July 1, 1974, 
double weight shall be given to income tax 
revenue. Population, revenue, and income 
data shall be based on the most recent data 
available from the Department of Commerce. 
The term "State" shall include the District of 
Columbia. 

(c) APPORTIONMENT OF "OVERALL STATE-LO
CM. SHARE": GENERAL RuLE.-

( 1) APPORTIONMENT BETWEEN STATES AND 
LOCAL GOVERNMENTS.-The "overall State-lo
cal share" shall be apportioned between the 
State government ("State share") and all 
eligible general purpose local governments 
in that State ("local government share") in 
the same ratio as the revenues of the State 
government bear to the revenues of all units 
of local government in the State, including 
school districts and special districts. 

(2) APPORTIONMENT AMONG LOCAL GOVERN• 
MENTS.-The "local government share" shall 
be apportioned among such units of gen
eral purpose local government, and accord
ing to such a distribution formula, as the 
State shall by law provide. Such inclusion 
or exclusion of local governments, and such 
distribution formula, shall be fair and equi
table departing from a per capita or a rev
enue basis only for the purpose of favor
ing localities that are relatively more pop
ulous, contain relatively more low-income 
families, or have high local tax burdens in 
relation to individual income. The chief 
executive of each State shall keep the Presi
dent cur:::-ently informed of the amounts pay
able to local governments under such State 
law. 

(d) APPORTIONMENT OF "OVERALL STATE-LO
CAL SHARE": BONUS FOR NEGOTIATION.-(!) 
Any State may obtain a 10 percent bonus in 
its "overall State-local share" if it enacts an 
,apportionment between the State and its lo
calities, and among its localities, agreed to 
(A) by a majority decision of all county 
governments, representing at least half of all 
counties by population; and (B) by a ma
jority decision of all governments of munici
palities with two thousand and five hundred 
or more population, representing at least 
half of all such municipalities by population. 

(2) In each fiscal year for which funds 
for Federal block grants are appropriated 
pursuant to this Act, the President shall re
serve for a specified period prior to the first 
quarterly payment to qualifying States an 
amount sufficient to provide a 10 percent 
bonus for all States. At the expiration of 
this period, the unclaimed portion of the 
amount reserved shall become available for 
distribution to all qualifying States pursuant 
to subsection (b) of this section and, either 
subsection (c) of this section or paragraph 
(1) of this subsection. 

(3) The President shall issue regulations 
to ensure equity to States, which by rea
son of their local governmental structure, 
are not able to meet the requirements of 
paragraph ( 1) of this subsection. 

SEC. 3. QUALIFICATIONS FOR BLOCK GRANTS.
In order to qualify for block grants in the 
first, and subsequent fiscal years, each State 
shall, within a specified period prior to the 
first quarterly payment each year, do one 
of the following: (a) enact and file with the 
President a local government distribution 
law (which may from time to time be 
amended) pursuant to section 2(c) {2) of 
this Act; or (b) enact and file with the Pres
ident a state-local apportionment agreement 
(which may from time to time be amended) 
pursuant to section 2(d) (1) of this Act. In 
order to qualify in the second, and subse
quent fiscal years, a State's chief executive 
officer shall prepare and file with the Presi
dent (and may from time to time amend) 
a master plan and timetable for moderniz
ing and revitalizing State and local govern
ments, by methods (where appropriate) such 
as those on the following illustrative check
llst: 
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( 1) INTERSTATE.-Proposed arrangements, 

by interstate compact or otherwise, for deal
ing with interstate regional problettlS, in
cluding those of metropollta.n areas which 
overlap State Unes, and for regional cooper
ation in such areas as health, education, wel
fare, conservation, resource de·;elopment, 
transportation, recreation, housing. 

(2) STATE nmECT ACTION.-Proposed 
strengthening and modernizing of State 
governments (by constitutional, statutory, 
and administrative changes), including rec
ommendations concerning the short ballot; 
longer terms for constitutional officers; an
nual legislative sessions; adequately paid 
officers a.nd legislators; modernized State 
borrowing powers; improved tax systettlS (in
cluding an income tax of at least moderate 
progressiveness); rationalized boards and 
commissions; increased assistance to local 
governments; revising the terms of State aids 
and shared taxes so as to encourage modern 
local governments a.nd to compensate for 
differences in total local fiscal capacity; 
State assumption of direct fiscal responsibil
ity for basic functions; and modern person
nel systems. 

(3) STATE ACTION AFFECTING LOCALITIES.
Proposed strengthening a.nd modernizing by 
the State of local, rural, urban, and metro
polltan governments (by constitutional, stat
utory, a.nd administrative changes), includ
ing 

(A) Ohanges designed to make local gov
ernment more efficient and economica.l, as 
by-

(i) reducing the number of, or ellmina.ting 
local governments too small to provide effi
cient administration, and special districts 
not subject to democratic controls; 

(11) restricting local popular elections to 
policy-makers (the short ballot); 

(111) concentrating on a. single responsible 
executive for each local unit; 

(tv) reform of personnel practices; 
(v) granting adequate home rule powers 

to local governments of sufficient size and 
scope; 

(vi) improving local property tax a.dmln
istretion; 

(vll) authorizing local governments to 
utilize nonproperty taxes, coordinate at the 
State or reglona.I level; 

(viil) easing restrictions on the borrowing 
and taxing powers of loca.l governments; 

(lx) encouraging the formation of multi
county and regiona.I bodies. 

(B) Oha.nges designed to strengthen local 
government in metropolitan areas, as by

(i) Ubera.llzing municlpa.I annexation of 
unincorporated areas; 

(11) discouraging new incorporations not 
meeting minimum standards of total popula
tion and population density; 

(111) authorizing city-county consollda.
tion, or transfers of specified functions 
between munlcipa.llttes and counties; 

(tv) authorizing intergovernmental con
tracts for the provision of services; 

(v) authorizing the municipalities to ex
ercise extraterritorial planning, zoning, and 
subdivision control over unincorporated areas 
not subject to effective county regulation; 

(vi) restricting zoning authority in metro
politan areas, to metropolitan units, to larger 
munlcipa.llties, to counties, or to the State, 
in order to prevent zoning by smaller mu
nicipalities which excludes housing for 
lower income famllies; 

(vil) authorizing the formation of metro
politan councils of government and other 
reglona.l governing bodies; 

(vlll) authorizing the establishment by 
the State, by local governmental bodies, or 
by the voters of the- area directly, of metro
politan area study commissions to develop 
proposals to improve and coordinate local 
governmental structure a.nd services, to per
mit side-by-side a.rea.-wlde a.nd local govern
ments, or to permit consolidation of municl-

pa.Uties; and to present to the voters of the 
area. such proposals; 

(lx) authorizing the formation of metro
politan pla.nnmg agencies to make recom
mendations to local governments concerning 
such matters a.s land use, zoning, building 
regulations, a.nd capital improvements; and 

(x) furnishing State financla.l a.nd techni
cal assistance to metropolitan areas for such 
matters as planning, building codes, urban 
renewal, consolidation, and local government 
and finance. 

(C) Changes designed to make local gov
ernment more responsive a.nd democratic by 
decentralizing power and functions back to 
the neighborhood wherever possible. 

SEC. 4. REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS.
The President shall report to the Congress at 
the end of each fiscal year in which Federal 
block grants a.re paid on the progress made 
by each participating State in carrying out 
its modern governments program, and, prior 
to the end of the fourth :fiscal year, shall 
make recommendations to the Congress con
cerning the future of the Federal block grant 
program. 

PANAMASEA-LEVELPROJECT: DAN
GER OF POISONOUS PACIFIC SEA 
SNAKES INFESTING THE AT
LANTIC 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. FI.oon) is 
recognized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, as all who 
have seriously studied the interoceanic 
canal problem know, this subject is a 
highly complicated one involving eco
nomics, engineering, diplomatic relation
ships, defense, and a host of other ques
tions. The most recent development in 
these connections is that of the Pacific 
sea snakes and the danger of their infest
ing the Atlantic. 

In an illuminating address on Decem
ber 21, 1970, on sea snakes and their 
venoms at the National Science Founda
tion in Washington, Dr. Anthony T. Tu, 
professor of biochemistry at Colorado 
State University, Fort Collins, Colo., sum
marized the highlights of his investiga
tions and studies. One of the interesting 
features of his presentation was the ex
hibit of three specimens from his collec
tion of more than 9,000 sea snakes of 
different species that he had caught in 
the Philippines and in Indochina. 

The following are the principal non
techniool highlights of Dr. Tu's address: 

First. That sea snakes abound in the 
Indian and Pacific Oceans, including the 
east coast of Africa and the coastal wa
ters of Baja California, and the west 
coasts of Mexico, Central America, Pan
ama, and South America. 

Second. That about 60 species are 
found in the Far East and Southwest Pa
cific but only one in the Eastern Pacific. 

Third. That sea snakes, which are re
lated to the cobra and far more numerous 
than land snakes, are more deadly than 
rattlesnakes and that a bite can cause 
death within hours. 

Fourth. That sea snakes cannot sur
vive cold water and probably choose to 
avoid low-salinity estuarine waters. 

Fifth. That the Atlantic Ocean is pro
tected against the sea snake infestation 
by low temperature barriers in the vicin
ity of Cape Hom and the Cape of Good 
'Hope and the fresh-water barrier of 
Gatun Lake in the Panama Canal. 

Sixth. That in addition to the hazards 
to human swimming at our beaches, a 
sea snake invasion of the Atlantic might 
upset the ecological balance with un
known consequences. 

The final report of the Atlantic-Pacific 
Interoceanic Oanal Study Commission 
under Public Law 88-609 was filed with 
the President on December 1, 1970. The 
recommendation of this report is for the 
construction of a second canal of so
called sea level design about 10 miles 
west of the existing canal. Such canal, 
Dr. Tu warns, would open the way for 
poisonous sea snakes to infest the Carib
bean and from there the Atlantic. 

While it is true that the previously 
indicated canal study panel, which was 
not an independent commission as its 
name implies but merely a Presidential 
consulting board, did include considera
tion of sea snakes and other biotic haz
ards in its final report, it dismisses 
them as acceptable risks. This action, 
Mr. Speaker, is in direct conflict with 
much independent expert opinion illus
trated by the findings of Dr. Tu and 
others of equal eminence. Moreover, it 
is pertinent to comment that the indi
cated commission, in the preparation of 
its :findings and conclusions, was obvi
ously more concerned with the justifica
tion of its predetermined sea level ob
jective as provided by the authorizing 
statute, which I strongly opposed, than 
in developing a valid solution of the 
problems of interoceanic transit. 

In contrast, Dr. Tu and other marine 
biological authorities whom I have con
sulted, have been independent investi
gators not bound by endeavors to sup
port preconceived conclusions. 

At this point, Mr. Speaker, I would 
stress that pending legislation in both 
the House and Senate provides for the 
major modernization of the existing 
Panama Canal through the adaptation 
of the authorized Third Locks project 
to include the principles of the Terminal 
Lake plan. This project on which more 
than $171,000,000 has been expended, in 
addition to its economic, engineering, 
operational, and judicial superiority to 
the sea level proposal, would retain the 
fresh water barrier provided by Gatun 
Lake and continue to protect the Carib
bean Sea and Atlantic from poisonous 
sea snake infestation. 

Dr. 'I'll's studies of sea snakes, it should 
be noted, have been supported by the 
Office of Naval Research of the Navy 
Department and that the subject is far 
from exhausted. 

In volume 3 of the book, "Poisonous 
and Venomous Marine Animals of the 
World-Vertebrates," edited by Dr. 
Bruce W. Halstead and published in 1970 
by the U.S. Government Printing Office, 
pages 885-903, there is a section on "Sea 
Snakes From Southeast Asia and Far 
East and Their Venoms" by Anthony T. 
Tu and Tsuchih Tu, the latter of the 
Department of Pharmacology, Univer
sity of Alberta, Edmonton, Canada. 

To make the information presented in 
the December 21 seminar at the Na
tional Science Foundation and that in 
the previously mentioned article avail
able to the Congress, cognizant officials 
of the executive branch of our Govern
ment and the Nation at large, I quote an 
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abstract of Dr. Tu's December 21 ad
dress and the indicated article, preceded 
by a biographical sketch of Dr. An
thony T. Tu, as part of my remarks, as 
follows: 

fl'u, Dr. Anthony T, b. Taipei, Formosa, 
Aug. 12, 30; U.S. citizen; m. 57; c. 5. Bio
chemistry. B.S., National Taiwan Univ., Tai
wan, 53 M.S, Notre Dame, 56 Ph. D. (bio
chem), Stanford, 60. Res. asst. Biochem, 
Yale, 61--62 asst. pro!. Utah State, 62--67 
Assoc. Prof, Colorado State, 67-70; Prof, Colo
rado State, 7o- SEATO summer res. fel, 66. 
Am. Chem. Soc; Int. Soc. Toxinology; Am. 
Soc. Bioi. Chem; Soc. !or Exptl. & Med. 
Snake venom toxine and enzymes; heme
peptides; netal-nucleotide interaction. NIH 
Career Development Award 1969-73. Sea 
Snake Collection in Southeast Asia. and Far 
East in 1967 and 1969. Address: Dept. of 
Biochemistry, Colorado State University, Ft. 
Co111ns, Colo. 80521. 
SEA SNAKES AND THEm VENOMS, ADDRESS AT 

THE NATIONAL SciENCE FOUNDATION, WASH• 
INGTON, D.C., DECElloiBER 21, 1970 

(By Dr. Anthony T. Tu) 
Sea snakes are among the most feared 

creatures that fishermen in many parts of 
the world frequently encounter. More deadly 
than the rattler, and more numerous, it's 
not uncommon in tropical and subtropical 
regions bordering the Indian and Pacific 
Oceans for several hundreds of the reptiles 
to spill on deck with a fish catch each time 
a net 1s hauled on board. Yet a single bite 
of their fangs can bring death within hours 
by the action of their toxin on the neuro
muscular junction of the victim. 

Recent analyses of sea snake venom toxins 
reveal that they are proteins that bear a 
remarkably close resemblance in their 
chemical makeup among d11ferent species 
of the snake from d11ferent areas. Significant, 
too, finds Dr. Anthony T. Tu, biochemistry 
professor at Colorado State University in 
Fort Collins, is that a simple chemical mod
ification of the single tryptophan residue 
in the purified toxin detoxifies it without 
affecting its antigenicity. An important prac
tical outcome of the work which, to date, 
has been carried out under contract for the 
Office of Naval Research is that modified 
toxin should make possible more rapid pro
duction of antivenom serum of high potency, 
he told the annual meeting of the American 
Association for the Advancement of Science 
in Chicago, last week. 

All told, Dr. Tu has collected some more 
than 9000 sea snakes of different species that 
he caught in the Philippines and in Indo
china. "I have sufficient quantity of venom 
on hand to provide work for several PhD.'s 
in the years ahead," he remarked recently 
to a visitor to his office which is dominated 
by a fearsome-looking (stuffed) King Cobra. 
"What I lack now is funding for the re
search.'' 

For his study of the lethal toxin of Lati
caud.a semija.sciata, he extracted venom from 
the glands of some 600 of the snakes. 

Using water to dissolve the venom from 
the pulverized venom glands, he and co
workers, Dr. Bor-shyue Hong and Paul M. 
Toom, removed the insoluble tissue debris 
and lyoph111zed the crude venom extract. 

Column chromatography of the sample 
dissolved in buffer solution yields five frac
tions, only one of which is toxic when in
jected intravenously into mice. Twice as 
lethal as the impure material, a mere micro
gram of it kills a 20-gram an.ima.l. Thls frac
tion comprises two active molecules which 
he refers to as toxin a and toxin b. They 
differ only slightly from each other 1n the 
relative abundance of their amino acid con
tEmt. Both have a molecular weight of about 
6,800. Electrophoresis, isoelectric focusing, 
and crystallization of the two tonn func
tions, as well as evidence from sedimenta-

tion velocity and equilibrium rates, point to 
the individual purity of toxin a and b, notes 
Dr. Tu, who directs an active program of 
snake venom studies on the CSU campus. 

Amino acid analyses show the two toxins 
to be almost identical. Toxin a consists of 
62 amino acid residues, toxin b, 61. In both, 
arginine is theN-terminal amino acid, either 
aspartic acid or asparagine to the a-terminal 
one. Both have internal disulfide bridges at 
four locations along the chain. 

Presence of the four 8-S bonds points to 
the molecular configuration being tightly 
held in place, Dr. Tu surmises. Bolstering 
this contention is the unusually high degree 
of physical stab1Uty of the toxin molecule. 
SOlutions of the toxins, for example, can 
withstand heating at 100°C for 30 minutes 
and exposure to pH extremes of 1 to 11 with
out undergoing any loss of toxicity. 

The single tryptophan residue in toxins a 
and b-which seemingly is a common fea
ture of sea snake toxins-is vital for the 
physiological activity of the molecules. 

Interaction with N-bromosuccinlmide, for 
Instance, completely detoxifies the protein. 
This is further borne out by the fact that 
Dr. Tu and his coworkers note a progres
sive decrease in toxicity level accompanies ad
dition of NBS to solutions of the toxins until 
all of the available tryptophan residues are 
modified. At that point, the solution is non
lethal. 

A similar detoxifying effect accompanies 
treatment with 2-mtrophenylsulfenyil chlo
ride and 2-hydroxy-5-nitrobenzl bromide, 
both of which, like NBS, interact with trypto
phan's indole group. On the other hand, 
modification of the argenine residues with 
1,2-cyclohexanedione, or of lysine residues 
with 0-methylisourea, brings about no 
change in toxicity level. Dr. Tu plans to study 
the effect, if any, of modifying some of the 
other amino acid residues. He also is work
ing on the amino acid sequencing of the 
protein. 

While the tryptophan residue is essential 
for toxicity, it isn't essential for antigenicity 
of the molecule, Dr. Tu finds. For example, 
immunodiffusion of the tryptophan-modi
fied and -unmodified toxins yields a single 
fused precipitin band, strong evidence that 
no change in antigenicity accompanies the 
chemical modification, he says. 

This fact suggests to Dr. Tu that trypto
phan-modified toxin should prove superior 
to untreated venom for inducing the produc
tion of antivenom in horses, the usual com
mercial method of making serum used in 
counteracting snakebites. Because of the sea 
snake venom's extreme degree of toxicity, 
antivenom production now is a slow process. 
Small quantities of the venom are injected 
into the horses over a period of about a year 
to avoid risk of killlng the horses. The proc
ess could be speeded up, he suggests, by using 
non,toxic tryptophan-modified venom. 

Dr. Tu and his associates already have 
examined the toxins of two other sea snakes, 
Enhydrina schistosa collected in the Straits 
of Malacca off the Malayan coast, and La
pemis hardwiccki from the Gulf of Thailand. 
Amino acid profiles of toxin from these rep
tiles closely resemble those of toxins a and b 
of L. semijascl.ate. Too, NBC-modification 
of the single tryptophan residues completely 
neutralizes toxicity of the venom proteins. 

Sea snakes abound in the coosta.l waters 
of Baja California, Mexico, Central and South 
America, Southeast Asian countries and along 
the east coast of Africa. In fact, coldness of 
the waters at the southern tip of Africa and 
South America has prevented the repttles 
from migrating into the Atlantic Ocean. Dr. 
Tu explains. But he foresees a grave danger 
ahead should a sea level ca.nal 1n Panama, a 
project now being seriously considered, 1.8 
built. Such a ca.nal, he warns, would open 
the way for poisonous sea snakes to Infest 
the Carribea.n and from there move into the 
Atllmtic Ocean. 

SEA SNAKES FRollol SOUTHEAST AsiA AND FAR 
EAST 1 AND THEm VENOMS 

(By Anthony T. Tu s and Tsuohih Tu a) 

(From Poisonous and Venomous Marine Ani
mals of the World, vol. m. Ed. by B. w. 
Halstead, U.S. Government Printing Office, 
Washington, D.C. ( 1970)) 

INTRODUCTION 
Sea snakes (Hydrophiidae) , characterized 

by their oarlike flattened tall, are quite com
mon in Southeast Asia and the Far East. 
Their venoms contain potent neurotoxins 
and are extremely poisonous. The members 
of this family prefer the relatively shallow 
waters along the coast and often infest the 
vicinity of river mouths. Pelamis platurus# 
however, is considered a pelagic sea snake. 

In Southeast Asia, snakebite due to sea 
snakes is common among fishermen who are 
in dally contact with the sea. Sea snakes are 
often caught in the nets along with the fish. 
Fishermen fear sea snakes and remove them 
from the fish net with long bamboo sticks. 

Unlike fish, sea snakes do not have gills; 
therefore, they must come to the surface 
of the water for air. When sea snakes are 
caught with the fish in trawling nets, they 
frequently die before the net is brought up 
because they cannot breathe while being 
trawled. 

The feeding habits of sea snakes have not 
been investigated to any great extent. In cap
tivity some sea snakes refuse to take fish. 
However, in the sea it is believed that they 
feed on small fish. During the 1967 sea snake 
collection, it was observed that many sea 
snakes had small fish or squid in their 
mouths half-swallowed. On some occasions 
the snake's abdominal cavity was swollen 
due to swallowed fish. 

DISTRIBUTION 
A remarkably large concentration of sea 

snakes has been reported in various Pacific 
areas by a number of workers. Herre (1942) 
reported that a large group of sea snakes was 
present in uninhabita.ted coral or rocky is
lands in the Philippines. Hundreds of thou
sands of sea snakes, Laticaudia semija.sciata 
and L. coubrina, were observed by Tu while 
he was collecting snake specimens at Botel 
Island, 49 miles east of Formosa. Parme 
( 1963) reported that sea snakes are numer
ous along the coast of Vietnam. 

Specifically, he observed that in Pha.n 
Thiet, South Vietnam, one haul of a fisher
man's net rarely brings in more than two 
snakes during the dry season, but during 
the rainy season (July to November) sev
eral hundred are often caught in one throw 
of the net. 
- On Amami Islands, Japan, 50,000 sea 

snakes are sold each year for their skins. 
Most of the snakes are L. semija.sciata and are 
captured in the vicinity of the Amami Is
lands and Ryukyu Islands. In northern Cebu, 
Philippines, every year 100,000 sea snakes 
are captured and the skins exported to For
mosa. 

The distribution of sea snakes in Southeast 
Asia and the Far East is briefly described. 

THAXLAND AND VIETNAM 
The sea snakes in the Gulf of Thailand 

were systematically investigated by Taylor 
( 1965) and the following snakes were found: ' 
Laticauda colubrina, L. Zaticaudata, Aipy
surus eyclouxi, Kerilia jerdoni, K. jerdcmi 
siamensis, Astrotia stokesi, Kolpophis an-

1 This work was supported by Office of 
Naval Research, Contract No. N00014-67-A-
0299-Q005. 

2 Department of Biochemistry, Colorado 
State University, Fort Collins, Colo. 

s Department of Pharmacology, University 
of Alberta, Edmonton, Canada. 

'The sea snake names as given 1n this 
report are according to Smith's (1926) mono
graph. 
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nandalei, Thalassophina viperina, Enhydrina 
schistosa, Pelamis platurus, Lapemis hard
wicki, Hydrophis cyanocinctus, H. ornatus, 
H. caerulescens, H. torquatus, H. torquatus 
diadema, H. klossi, H. jasciatus, H. brooki, 
and H. mamillaris. 

Taylor reported that Laticauda colubrina 
is very rare in Thailand waters, and he be
lieves that a single speoimen in the Hamburg 
Museum from "Siam" is the only one 
recorded. 

During the sea snake collection at the 
estuary in the vicinity of Bangkok, no snakes 
of the genus Laticauda were observed. L. 
laticaudata is also very rare in Thailand. 

Taylor reported that intensive collection 
at Songkhla yielded no specimens of Aipysu
rus eydouxi. However, the author found this 
snake was the most common in his collec
tion in Nakorn Srithamaraja which is not 
far from Songkhla. From these two observa
tions, it seems that this snake migrates from 
place to place, possibly depending on the 
seasou. 

Kerilia jerdoni is known only at Pattani 
and Songkhla, and Astrotia stokesi has been 
found near Amg Hin, Chonburi, and the Bay 
of Patani, the Gulf of Thailand. 

Enhydrina schistosa, readily identified by 
the characteristic split in the lower lip, is 
widely distributed. The abundance of this 
species was reported by Taylor, the Royal 
Thai Navy and observed by the author. It is 
reported that this species is also common in 
Vietnam especially in the Mekong Delta area. 
In Thadland, the snake is most commonly 
found in estuaries and shallow, muddy, 
coastal areas. The conditions in the estuaries 
and the Gulf of Thailand are most suitable 
for this snake. In general, the ocean floor of 
the Gulf of Thailand is muddy and shallow 
(according to the Royal Thai Navy, the gen
eral depth is about 200 meters) . 

The presence of Acalyptophis peroni in 
Thailand waters was first reported by 
Taylor. 

Thalassophis anomalus is found in the 
northern part of the Gulf of Thailand and 
along the coast of southeastern Thailand 
and Cambodia. 

Microcephalophis gracilis is commonly 
found in the Gulf of Thailand. The snake 
has a characteristic morphology, different 
from other snakes. The neck is narrow and 
the size of body becomes progressively larger 
towards the tail. 

Pelamis platurus is not very common in 
the Gulf of Thailand. In July 1967, of the 
600 sea snakes collected, there was only one 
of this species. Taylor ( 1965) reported that 
he had collected only a single coastal speci
men along the shore. However, this species 
is widely distributed elsewhere, even in Cen
tral and South American (Taylor, 1953) and 
ln South Africa (Fitzsimons, 1962). 

Lapemis hardwicki is very common in the 
Gulf of Thailand. There were 78 of this spec
imen captured out of 600 snakes in Nakorn 
Srlthameraj, the eastern part of Kula Penin
sula. 

Hydrophis cyanocinctus is quite common 
in the Gulf of Thailand but not H. ornatus 
ornatus. H. caerulescens is found in the 
Gulf of Thailand as well as in the Bay of 
Bengal (Taylor, 1965). According to Taylor, 
H . klossi is known along the eastern coast 
of peninsular Thailand as far south as Pat
tan!. H. jasciatus is present along the coast
line of Thailand. H. brooki is found in the 
Gulf of Thailand as well as in the Bay of 
Bengal. 

The following sea snakes were reported to 
be found in Thailand by the Royal Thai 
Navy: Lapemis hardwicki, L. curtus, Enhy
drina schistosa, ThaZassophina viperina, 
Astrotia stokesi, Microcephalophis gracilis, 
Kerilia jerdoni, Pelamis platurus, Laticauda 
Zaticaudata atfinis, L. colubrina, L. semi
jasciata, Emydocephalus ifimae, Hydrophis 
spiralis, H. cyanocinctus, H. ornatus, H. 
meZanocephaZus and Lapemis hardwfcki. 

The most common sea snake in the estu
ary in central Thailand is Enhydrina 
schistosa, which moves upstream with the 
tidal influx of sea water. In Thailand t.h:is 
snake is most abundant during the dry sea
son (December to April) , when sea water 
penetration is greatest due to the low-water 
level of the rivers. In the Bangkok area the 
sea water can reach to Phra Pra Dang, whlch 
is 3 miles south of Bangkok, or about 10 
miles from the river mouth. Fishermen there 
have reported catches of about 1,000 sea 
snakes per night during the dry season. An 
attempt was made to collect sea snakes in 
the same spot in June but only two E. 
schistosa and three Acrochordus granulatus 
(false sea snake) were caught in one day. 

The situation in the open sea is quite 
different from that in the estuary. The most 
abundant genus is Hydrophis which includes 
about 20 different species. Thus, identifica
tion of individual species becomes very diffi
cult. In July 1967, sea snakes were collected 
in southern Thailand along the coast of the 
Gulf of Thailand. These included Aipys1Lrus 
eyd?uxi, Lapemis hardwicki, Enhydrina 
schtstosa, Hydrophis spiralis, H. klossi 
Kerilia jerdoni, MicrocephaZophis gracilis' 
and Pelamis platurus. No snakes of the genu~ 
Laticauda, which wre abundant in Japan, 
Formosa, and Philippines, were captured. 

Sea snakes present in Vietnam waters were 
reported by Barme ( 1963) . They are: Lapemis 
hardwicki, Enhydrina schistosa, Hydrophis 
cyanocinctus, H. jasciatus, H. ornatus Micro
c~phalophis gracilis, Kolpophis ann~ndnlei, 
Atpysu_rus eydouxi, Thalassophina viperina, 
Pelamts platurus, and Kerilia jerdoni. He 
reported that L. hardwicki was most abun
dant and represented 75 percent of the 
snakes captured in South Vietnam. In cen
tral Vietnam, H. jasciatus was more fre
quently taken by fishermen. 

FORMOSA 

Sea snakes present in the Formosan waters 
were recorded by Maki in his "Monograph 
of the Snakes in Japan" (1931 ) . He indicated 
that Laticauda lat icaudata atfinis, L. colu
brina, L. semifasciata, Emydocephalus ijimae, 
Hydrophis spiralis, H . melanocephalus, H. 
ornatus, Lapemis hardwicki, and Pelamis pla
turus were all present in Formosan waters. 

Sea snakes in Botel-Tobago Island, 49 miles 
east of Formosa, have been investigated in 
considerable detail. In all, seven species have 
been reported on this island. 
Year, investigator (reference), and species 

found 
1895: Stejneger (1898) ; Emydocephalus 

ijimae (Stejneger). 
1930: Kana (1932); Laticauda semijasciata 

(Reinwardt). 
1934: Takahashi ( 1935) ; Laticauda colu

brina (Schneider), Hydrophis melanocepha
lus (Gray), H. ornatus (Gray), Pelamis pla
turus (Linnaeus). 

1956: Wang (1962); Laticauda laticaudata 
(Llnnaeus). 

Takahashi ( 1935) reported that Laticauda 
semijasciata and L. colubrina are the most 
common sea snakes in Botel-Tobago Island 
and H. ornatus and Emydocephaus ijimae are 
less common, and H . melanocephalus is very 
rare. This observation was confirmed by Tu. 
L. semijasciata and L. colubrina are most 
abundant from May to August as they lay 
eggs on the coral reef. The time of spawning 
is mainly at night and the spawning grounds 
are in the shallow sea. During the daytime, 
these snakes inhabit the sea at a. depth of 
7 to 8 feet. In contrast to the genus Lati· 
cauda, PeZamis platurus can be found in all 
seasons. 

Ma.ki (1931) reported that Pelamis pZatu
rus inhabits a sea warmer than 12° C while 
Laticauda semifasciata prefers a temperature 
above 16° C. P. platurus has a wide distribu
tion outside of Formosa. 

PHILIPPINES 

According to Taylor (1922), the following 
sea snakes are present in the sea of Philip
pines: Aipysurus eydouxi, Laticauda lati
caudata, Laticauda colubrina, L. semifasciata 
Hydrophis jasciatus, H. ornatus, H. cyno
cinctus, H. inornatus, Lapemis hardwicki, 
and Pelamis platurus. 

Laticauda laticaudata does not attain as 
large a size as L. colubrina and is usually 
found along rocky seacoasts. They feed 
largely on small eels. L. laticaudata is present 
around Mindanao, Sulu, Samar, and northern 
Mindoro. The species is also widely distrib
uted outside the Philippines ranging from 
Amami Oshima, Okinawa, Formosa, western 
and southern Pacific, East Indian Archipelago·, 
to the Indian Ocean. 

Laticauda colubrina is abundant along the 
rocky coasts of the Philippines especially on 
small rocky islands, in cracks on cliffs, and 
under rocks. The specimen is found in Samar, 
southern Luzon, Bantayan, Palawan, Neros, 
Dipolod, Tulian, Bubuan, and the Sulu 
Archipelago. 

According to Taylor, Hydrophis fasciatus 
(Disteira cincinnatii) has been found in 
Manila Bay but is rarely taken in fishing nets 
due to its small size. H. ornatus is found in 
Manila Bay and Palawan and also in south
eastern ~sia through the Malay Archipelago, 
H. cynocmctus is also common Manila Bay. 
The snake has been captured in fresh water. 
Taylor (1922) reported that the snake enters 
Lake Taal, a freshwater lake connected with 
the sea by a river only a few kilometers long. 

Lapemis hardwicki snakes are numerous in 
Manila Bay. Taylor had captured this species 
at Himigaran on Negros. It probably occur~ 
with some frequency on the coasts of all the 
islands. Outside of the Philippines it occurs 
from the Bay of Bengal to New Guinea. 

Acco~ding to. Taylor (1922), Aipysurus 
eydouXL is rare m the Philippines; however, 
the species has been captured in Luzon. 

In July 1967, a large number of sea snakes 
were found on rocky Gato Island. The pre
dominant species was Laticauda semijasciata 
which is very large, reaching 2 meters. Every 
year 100,000 sea snakes are captured around 
this island and the skins exported to For• 
mosa. Sea snakes are especially abundant in 
the months of September and October due 
to breeding. L. colubrina was also found on 
this island. 

Several specimens of sea snakes were ob
served in the marine section of the National 
Museum, Manila. They are: Hydrophis jascia
tus (captured in Guimara.s Strait), H. spiralis 
(captured in the sea 24 miles north of Iolo 
Island), Pelamis platurus (captured in lati
tude 7°42' N., longitude 121 °50' E.), and 
Lapemis hardwicki (captured in Bagae Bay, 
West Batan peninsula). 

Sea snakes have been collected by Alabang 
Serum and Vaccine Laboratories since 1963. 
As of 1966, 12 trips had been made for snake 
collections in San Miguel Bay. There were 72 
snakes collected in seven trips, and on five 
other trips, no sea snakes were caught. Thus, 
it indicated that there is a seasonal migration 
of the sea snakes. Only three species of sea 
snakes were identified: Lapemis hardwicki, 
Hydrophis cyanocinctus, and Hydrophis 
fasciatus atriceps. 

HONG KONG 

The following sea snakes are found within 
or near Hong Kong territorial waters (Romer, 
1961, 1965): Hydrophis cyanocinctus, H. orna
tus ornatus, Microcephalophis gracilis, PeZa
mis platurus, and Thalassophina viperina. 
Among them H. cyanocinctus is by far the 
most common snake. This species accounts 
for 70 percent of all the sea snakes captured 
by fishermen in Hong Kong. 

In the collection of July 1967, Hydrophis 
cyanocinctus, H. ornatus, Pelamis platurus. 
Microcephalophis gracilis, Lapemis hard-
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wicki, and one unknown species were cap
tured. 

BORNEO (SARAWAK, BRUNEI, AND SABAH) 

There are 50 species of venomous snakes 
in Borneo belonging to 24 genera in four 
families. Among them 10 gener.a and 17 
species of sea snakes are found in Sarawak 
(Haile, 1958); these are: Laticauda laticau
data, L. colubrina, Aipysurus eydouxi, Kerilia 
jerdoni, Thalassophina viperina, Enhydrina 
schi stosa, Hydrophis brooki, H. jasciatus, H. 
caerulescens, H. cyanocinctus, H. spiralis, H. 
melanosoma, H. torquatus, Thalassophis 
anomalus, Lapemis hardwicki, Microcephalo
phis gracilis, and Pelamis platurus. 

In Sarawak Museum, specimens of Lati
cauda colubrina, L. semijasciata, Hydrophis 
cyanocinctus, and other unknown species 
were observed. 

In Borneo, drift nets are used for fishing, 
and the snakes go through the nets. How
ever, when a trawling net is used, se.a snakes 
are often caught with the fish. Since they 
drag the net for 1 to 2 hours, many of the 
sea snakes are killed or weakened as they 
can not come to the surface for air. The 
distribution of different species of sea snakes 
is not known because of the lack of experts 
in this region no systematic scientific in
vestiga tion has been made by qualified scien
tists. 

In the Fisheries Department at Sabah, 
specimens of Hydrophis spiralis, H. brooki, 
Enhydrina schistosa, and Lapemis hardwicki 
were observed. 

JAPAN 

Most of the sea snakes in Japan are found 
in the southwestern part, especially in the 
Ryukyu Islands, Am.ami Islands, and coast 
of Kagoshima. 

Eight species were reported from Amami 
Islands (Mishima, 1965). They are Laticauda 
laticaudata, L. semijasciata, L. hardwick£, 
L . colubrina, Emydocephalus ijimae, Hydro
phis melanocephalus, H. cyanocinctus, and 
Pelami s platurus. 

Maki (1931) reported the presence o! 
Hydrophis melanocephalus near Amami Is
lands. 

The presence of H. ornatus was reported by 
Okonogi (1967). Maki (1931) stated that 
Emydocephalus ijimae was also found in Yae
yama Islands and Kwashoto. L. semijasciata 
can be found in Ryukyu, Kagoshima, and Ta
kara Island (Homma, 1965) . L. semijasciata 
frequently comes to the beach and prefers a 
rocky island. The most common species in the 
Amami Islands are L. semijasciata and L. 
laticaudata. L. colubrina is frequently found 
in Formosa but it is rare in Amami Islands. 
H . cyanocinctus is most feared by fishermen 
of Amami because of its lethality and ag
gressive nature. Mishima (1965) reported that 
fishermen frequently met a colony of H. 
cyanocinctus in the ocean in the vicinity of 
Amami Island. 

TOXICOLOGY 

It is generally recognized that sea snake 
venoms are more toxic than those of ter
restrial snakes. Early work on toxicities was 
expressed in minimum lethal dosage, while 
more recent work has been expressed in LD50 
values. 

In 1904, Fraser and Elliot reported that 
lethal doses of the venom of Enhydrina 
(valakadien) schistosa were 0.09 mg in rats, 
0.06 mg in rabbits, and 0.02 mg in cats per 
kilogram body weight, respectively. In 1929, 
Nauck showed that the venom of Pelamis 
(bicolor) platurus, of the Pacific Ocean had 
a marked neurotoxic action, and 0.5 mg of 
the venom was sufficient to kill a guinea pig 
of 500 g within 2 hours, producing asphyxia 
and paralysis of the respiratory system. In 
1931, Smith and Hindle reported that the 
minimum lethal dose of Laticauda colubrina 
venom was 0.113 mg per kilogram body 
weight in mice. 

Barme (1963) investigated the toxicity of 
sea snake venom of Vietnam origin. The re-
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suits expressed as minimum lethal doses on 
20 g mice are summarized here: 
Lapernis hardwick! (ug)-------------- 4.0 
Enhydrina schistosa__________________ 2. 5 
Hydrophis cyanocinctus______________ 7. 0 
Kolpophis annadaleL ________________ 11. 0 
Microcephalophis gracilis------------- 2. 5 
Hydrophis fasciatus__________________ 3. 5 
Thalassophina viperina_______________ 7. 0 
Pelamis platurus _____________________ 10. 0 

The toxicity of Laticauda semifasciata 
captured in Betel-Tobago Island near For
mosa has been thoroughly studied by Tu 
(1957, 1958, 1959a, b, 1961). These results 
are summarized here: 

Subcutaneously Intravenously 

LD: 
Mice ______ 0.338 ±0.013 (mgjikg) 0.211 ±0.012 (mgjkg) 
Guinea pig_ 0.0897±0.0028 0.0631±0.0023 
Rabbits __ __ 0.0495±0.0027 0.0486±0.0025 

MLD : Frogs __ 10- 30 

Toxicity of Laticauda colubrina was also 
studied by Tu (1962), and the LD60 value was 
0.415 mg per kilogram mouse. 

Arai et al. ( 1964) tested the toxicity of 
Laticauda semijasciata and L. laticaudata 
captured in Amami Island and found the 
minimum lethal dosages to be 0.50 and 0.30 
mg per kilogram mouse, respectively, Tu 
(1963, 1967) also investigated the toxicity of 
L. laticaudata of Formosan origin and 
found that the LD50 was 0.179 mg/ kg mouse 
(0.153-0.241 mg). 

Carey and Wright (1960a, b) reported that 
the LD50 of Enhydrina schistosa for mice and 
rabbits was between 0.05 to 0.12 cj per kilo
gram. 

Cheymol et al. ( 1967) studied the LD50 
values of venom of three sea snakes captured 
along the Vietnam coast. They were: 

Mg/ kg 
mouse 

Lapemis hardwick! ----------------- 0. 440 
Enhydrina schistosa ---------------- 0.350 
Hydrophis cyanocinctus ------------- 0. 665 

It is of interest to compare these results 
with the toxicities of sea snake venoms col
lected by the author in Southeast Asia in 
1967. 

From the data, it is clear that sea snake 
venoms are more toxic than those o! land 
snakes. However, the quantity of venom that 
can be obtained from sea snakes is much 
smaller than the amount obtained from land 
snakes. Barme ( 1963) reported the yields to 
vary from 0.5 to 30 mg dry weight per snake. 

LD60 (mg/kg 
Venoms and origin mouse) 

Laticauda semifasciata, Philippines ___ 0. 30 
Lapemis hardwick!, Thailand _________ 0. 71 
Hydrophis cyanocinctus: 

Hong Kong----------------------- 0.70 
Malaya --------------------------- 0.35 Pelamis platurus, Formosa ____________ 0. 18 

Enhydrina schistosa: 
Thailand ------------------------- 0. 14 
Malaya --------------------------- 0. 09 
T. Tu {1967) milked the venom of Lati

cauda laticaudata affinis and obtained 2.5 mg 
venom !rom 14 snakes yielding 0.18 mg per 
snake. Tamiya et al. (1966) obtained 5 g from 
350 L. laticaudata by extracting venom from 
isolated venom glands. The yield by this 
method was therefore 14.3 mg per snake. 

Rogers (1903) reported that the average 
yield o! Enhydrina schistosa venom per bite 
was 9.4 mg. However, Reid (1956) found that 
the average for the initial bite of E. schistosa 
in captivity was 15 mg with a range of 0-55 
mg. 

Venoms were extracted from the dissected 
venomous glands (Fig. 10). The yields of 
venoms from sea snakes collected in 1967 are 
summarized here. 

Snakes and origin 
Yield (mg 

venom/snake) 
Laticauda semifasciata, Japan _________ 17.0 
Enhydrina schistosa, Thailand--------- 8. 1 
Pelamis platurus, Formosa____________ 2. 0 
Hydrophis cyanocinctus, Hong Kong___ 2.1 
Lapemis hardwick!, Thailand_________ 5. 2 
Aipysurus eydouxi, Thailand___________ 0. 6 
Laticauda semifasciata, Philippines ____ 16. 0 

Tu (1957, 1958, 1959a, b, 1961) reported 
that Laticauda semijasciata venom produced 
a marked inhibition of respiration and 
caused an initial rise followed by a fall in 
blood pressure. The venom also produced a. 
·stimulation action on isolated frog heart and 
a slight stimulation on rabbit hearts. The 
coronary out-flow of the rabbit heart- some
times showed a slight increase. For small 
doses, the venom caused dilation in frog leg 
vessels, but constricted after a .transient di
lation at high doses. It constricted the ear 
vessels of rabbits after a transient dila
tion. It caused a constriction of the visceral 
blood vessels and vena o.bdominalls of frogs. 
The isolated smooth muscle of the rabbit in
testine was stimulated, then inhibited in 
large doses. Isolated smooth mus~le of the 
rabbit uterus, the isolated earthworm muscle, 
and the isolated stomach and intestine o! 
frogs were stimulated by the venom. The 
venom showed a curare-like action and a di
rect paralytic action on the isolated frog gas
trocnemius muscle. The venom raised the 
blood sugar level of rabbits and produced 
hemolysis of rabbit erythrocytes. 

The contraction of an isolated frog sciatic
nerve-sartorius-muscle preparation by elec
trical stimul9.tion through the nerve ceased 
in 20 to 25 minutes. However, when isolated 
Laticauda semijasciata toxin was added to 
the medium the contraction by direct elec
trical stimulation of the muscle was not 
affected (Tamiya, 1966). The contraction of 
the rectus abdominis muscle of a frog by 
acetylcholine was inhibited by the isolated 
toxin. The inhibition was not removed by 
washing the muscle with Ringer solution. In 
contrast, the contraction of the muscle by 
KCl was not affected by the toxin. 

The toxicological properties of Laticauda 
laticaudata venom was somewhat similar to 
that of L. semijasciata (Tu, 1963, 1967). Tu 
( 1963, 1967) reported that the venom inhib
ited the contraction o! the isolated recus 
abdominis muscle of the frog induced by 
acetY'lcholine. The venom had no effect on 
the isolated gastrocnemius mucle of the frog, 
but showed an inhibitory effect on the neuro
muscular junction. 

Carey and Wright (1961) reported that 
Enhydrina schistosa venom had a neuro
muscular blocking action when tested on the 
isolated rat phrenic nerve-diaphragm prepa
ration. Chan and Geh ( 1967) found that 
E. schistosa venom caused muscle weakness 
and respiratory paralysis in the intact guinea 
pig; there was, however, no histological evi
dence of muscle necrosis. Evidence obtained 
from the isolated phrenic nerve diaphragm 
and the sciatic nerve gastrocnemius prepara
tion of the rat suggested a neuromuscular 
blocking action. They also observed that the 
venom did not have any atropine-like or 
cholinesterase activity. 

In contrast to the case of experimental 
animals, a necrotic lesion of muscle tissue 
was observed on a human victim of sea snake 
bite (Reid, 1956; Marsden and Reid, 1961) . 
Myoglobinuria was also a typical symptom 
of sea snake poisoning in a human subject 
(Reid, 1961). However, no histological lesions 
were observed in nerve tissue although s~a 
snake venom was neurotoxic. 

Cheymol et al. {1967) studied the neuro
muscular blocking action of three sea snake 
venoms, Enhydrina schistosa, Hydrophis 
cyanocinctus, Lapemis hardwicki from 
Vietnam. Actions of these three venoms were 
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very similar and possessed the following 
characteristics: 

1. The paralysis was a peripheral one. 
2. Muscular fibers were not directly 

blocked. 
3 . Venoms did not affect nerve fibers. 
4. Specific receptors of the postsynaptic 

membrance were blocked almost irreversibly. 
Barme et al. (1962) prepared horse anti

venin for Lapemis hardwicki. One milliliter 
of this serum neutralized 400 ug of homol
ogous venum, 150 ug of Enhydrina schistosa 
venom, and 250 ug of Hydrophis cyanocinc
tus venom. Effectiveness of the antivenin 
in actual clinical treatment was observed by 
Barme (1963). 

Okonogi et al. (1967) prepared rabbit anti
venin for Laticauda semijasciata using for
malin (10 percent) treated venom. The anti
venin was effective against homologous 
venom and also against Hydrophis cyano
cinctus venom. 

BIOCHEMISTRY 

As compared to the venoms of land snakes, 
sea snake venoms contain fewer enzymes. 
Uwatoko et al. 1966a, b) reported that Lati
cauda semijasciata venom contains neither 
protease nor cholinesterase activities. Phos
pholipase A activities were detected but it 
was not in the main toxic fraction. 

Absence of typical endopeptidase was also 
reported by Tu et al. (1966). When synthetic 
substrates for trypsin such as p-toluene-sul
fonyl-L-arginine methyl ester and N-ben
zoyl-L-arginine ethyl ester, were used, ven
oms of Laticauda colubrina and L. semifas
ciata did not hydrolyze thesE: substrates. 
This was quite similar to Elapidae venoms 
which also did not hydrolyze these sub
strates. This was quite similar to Elapidae 
venoms which also did not hydrolyze these 
substrates. In contrast to sea snake (Hydro
phiidae) and Elapidae venoms, Crotalidae 
and Viperidae venom hydrolyzed these sub
strates. Specific substrates for chymotrypsin 
such as N-acetyl-L-tryosime ethyl ester and 
N-benzoyl-L-tyrosine ethyl ester were not 
hydrolyzed by venoms of any terrestial 
snakes or by sea snake venoms. Although 
the venom of L. colubrina coagulated fibrino
gen to fibrin-like material, L. semijasciata 
venom had fibrinolytic action. 

A specific substrate for leucineaminopepti
dase, L-leucyl-,6-naphthylamide, was em
ployed in determining the hydrolyzing abil
ity of a number of species from each family 
of venomous snakes by Tu and Toom (1967). 
Although there were considerable species spe
cific variations in the ab111ty to hydrolyze 
this substrate, all the venoms investigated 
including sea snake venoms hydrolyzed this 
substrate. Three sea snakes were used: La
ticauda laticaudata from Amaml Island, 
Enhydrina schistosa and Hydrophis cyano
cinctus from the Straits of Malacca. 

Fractionation of sea snake venom of La
ticauda semijasciata was made by Uwatoko 
et al. (1966). They obtained two major toxic 
fractions and three minor toxic fractions us
ing carboxymethyl cellulose resin. Crystal
lized major toxins were named "Crystal Lati
catoxin ill" and "Crystal Laticatoxin IV," 
respectively. Both ultraviolet and infrared 
absorption spectra of the two toxic fractions 
showed typical protein spectra. Tamiya and 
Arai (1966) also fractionated the same 
venom with CMC and obtained four toxic 
fractions of which two were characterized. 
Direct comparison of chromatograms ob
tained from two research laboratories indi
cates that so-called Erabu toxin a and b cor
respond to Crystal Laticatoxin ill and IV. 
the amino acid composition of these two 
toxins was very sim11ar. Okonogi (1966 per
sonal communication) expressed doubt that 
these two toxins might be due to contami
nation by two species or subspecies of snake 
venoms. 

Immunological properties of sea snake 

venoins were investigated by Carey and 
Wright (1960a). Venoms of Enhydrina 
schistosa, Hydrophis cyanocinctus, and H. 
spiralis had no cross reactions with an.ti-E. 
schistosa venom. However, no such cross im
munity reactions were observed for cobra 
(Naja naja) of either Thailand or Malayan 
origin. Carey and Wright (1960) also isolated 
neurotoxic fraction of E. schistosa with CMC 
ion-exchange resin. They observed that 90 
percent of the toxicity passed through a cel
lophane membrance, but 90 percent of 
lecithinase activity was retained in the 
dialysis bag. This strongly suggests that the 
toxicity of sea snake venom is not due to 
lecithinase present in the venom. 

Thermostability of sea snake venoms 
Laticauda semijasciata, L. laticaudata, and 
Hydrophis cyanocinctus, was reported by 
Homma et al. ( 1964) . They also reported high 
stab111ty of toxicity against a wide range of 
pH (pH 1.4 to 9.6). This evidence seems to 
indicate that sea snake venom is a relatively 
small protein molecule with high stability. 

Carey and Wright ( 1961) found that only 
the fraction of Enhydrina schistosa venom 
containing phosphatidase is toxic to the cen
tral nervous system. 

Taub and Elliot (1964) observed that 
Enhydrina schistosa venom caused a marked 
swelling of rat liver mitochondria. Some re
lease of cytochromec from the mitochondria 
to the solution and an SO-percent decrease in 
oxygen uptake accompanied the swelling. Sea 
snake venom as well as Elapidae snake ven
oms inhibited succinate oxidation by 
mitochondria. 

Ziegler et al. ( 1967) showed that Enhydrina 
schistosa venom as well as other land snake 
venom caused uncoupling and reverse ac
ceptor control to develop in rat liver mito
chondrial preparation. 
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ESTABLISHING A SELECT HOUSE 
COMMI'ITEE TO INVESTIGATE 
U.S. ENERGY RESOURCES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Tennessee (Mr. FuLTON) is 
recognized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. FULTON of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, the United States today faces 
more than a temporary fuel crisis. We 
face the distinct possibility of a sus
tained power fuel shortage over anum
ber of years. 

This possibility will become a proba
bility unless we take immediate steps to 
alleviate the imbalances which exist be
tween our current and projected power 
fuel requirements on the one hand, as 
opposed to our diminishing ability to 
meet these needs. 

Though the problem is very complex, it 
can be rather simply stated: demand for 
power fuel of all types, both domesti
cally and abroad, is growing at a rate 
beyond earlier expectations and projec
tions, while production is not keeping 
up with the demand. 

The complexities of the problem enter 
the picture when an ironic overlay is 
applied: domestic fuel reserves are ade-

quate to meet expected needs for years 
to come. 

Coal reserves are estimated at 800 bil
lion to 1 trillion tons, enough to last for 
a thousand years at current production 
rates. 

Proven natural gas reserves of about 
275 trillion cubic feet would meet pres
ent demand levels for almost 14 years 
even if no new wells were opened and, 
additionally, geologists estimate that an 
additional 900 trillion cubic feet of gas 
are yet to be discovered. But existing 
gas reserves are becoming dangerously 
low. 

There are more than adequate oil re
serves, while the potential of future pro
duction of power from nuclear fusion 
and even nuclear fission offers the pros
pect of almost unlimited new energy 
sources. 

Despite the vast reservoirs of power 
fuel , the United States finds itself in 
a critical situation today regarding its 
energy and a potentially dangerous sit
uation in immediate future years. 

The Office of Emergency Preparedness 
estimated that the demand for U.S. coal 
in 1970 would be about 583 million tons. 
Production was expected to reach only 
571 million tons, leaving a shortfall of 
12 million tons which would have to be 
made up from existing coal stockpiles 
that, as the recent experience of the Ten
nessee Valley Authority has demon
strated, are seriously depleted. 

Oil and gas demands are also exceed
ing produetion. 

Utilities are producing 75 percent more 
electricity today than they did in 1960, 
but power reserves have dwindled from 
30 percent of their capacity in 1960 to 16 
percent in 1970. The Federal Power 
Commission considered a 20-percent re
serve level adequate. 

Current thinking is that meeting the 
power requirements of tomorow, even if 
we overcome our critical situation today, 
will be difficult even under ideal cir
cumstances. 

It is estimated that peak demands on 
electric utility systems will rise to 1,051 
million kilowatts by 1990. This is equiv
alent to a peak demand more than five 
times that experienced in 1965, the year 
of the great east coast "blackout." 

Annual electric energy requirements 
in 1990 will exceed 5.8 trillion kilowatt 
hours, in comparison with 1.06 trillion 
kilowatt hours required in 1965. This is 
an increase of 284 percent. 

During most of the intervening years 
between now and 1990, the United States 
will have to rely primarily on the energy 
fuel sources which are currently em
ployed; coal, gas, and oil. 

A glance at the following table drawn 
by the Federal Power Commission gives 
a clear picture of power fuel require
ments, percentage of contribution, and 
expected demand in the production of 
electricity over the next two decades. 

PROJECTED FUEL USE BY ELECTRIC UTILITIES 1 

(Amounts in million of tons) 

CoaL--------- - ---- - ------- - - ------ - -- ---- - --- ----------Gas ____ _____ __ ________________ __ ___ ________ _ -- _______ _ --
OiL __ - - - ---- -- ------- _____ ____ --- - - -_ ---- - - - - - ---------Nuclear _____ ____ ___ _____________ ______ ------ ___ ______ ___ 

TotaL_- __ ---------------- - --- - ---- - --- - --------- -

1 Figures may not add to totals due to rounding. 

Source: Federal Power Commission. 

It is apparent that nuclear power pro
duction which, in the late fifties and 
early sixties, appeared to be a prime 
power fuel source in the 1970's, but will 
not reach its hoped-for capacity until the 
mid or late 1980's. 

In the mid-sixties, large electronics 
manufacturers, encouraged by the 
Atomic Energy Commission and sup
ported by Government research money, 
convinced almost all the major electric 
utilities that they should rely on nuclear 
power for future expansion of their gen
erating capacities. 

Nuclear energy was touted as being 
less expensive and less of an environ
mental threat than the fossil fuels; coal, 
oil, and gas. 

However, by last summer it was evi
dent that the nuclear age in power pro
duction was not going to arrive as soon 
as forecasted. 

Technological problems beset the 17 
nuclear plants then in service. During 
1968 there were 11 operational nuclear 
plants and each was shut down for a 
period of time for minor repairs. One 

1970 1980 1990 

Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent 

304.6 56.7 472.0 42.5 613.6 28.8 
145.9 27.2 195.9 17.2 245.9 11.6 
59.5 11.1 86.8 7. 8 91.8 4.3 
27. 2 5. 0 356.5 32. 1 1, 176. 1 55.3 

537.2 100.0 1, 111.2 100.0 2, 127.4 100.0 

plant never did reopen, unless it has done 
so recently, while five others remained 
closed for 27 months. DurL.'>lg 1969 and 
the first half of 1970, 11 major break
downs accounted for a total of 39 months 
disruption in service. 

In the meantime, the power consumer 
is becoming painfully aware of one fact: 
his utility bills are going up. 

It is costing him more and more to 
heat his home in winter, cool it in sum
mer, prepare his food and operate his 
appliances. 

He may not understand why it is hap
pening, but he is painfully aware that it 
is happening, that his costs are increas
ing, adding to the inflationary price 
spiral and reducing his purchasing 
power. 

The first place the consumer is likely 
to look to cast blame is at the power fuel 
industry. 

It is documented that there is an in
creasing concentration in fuel ownership 
and it is charged that this is a significant 
contributor to the fuel crisis. The Na
tional' Economic Research Association, a 
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private research organization, found that 
the 25 largest American oil companies 
owned holdings in natural gas. Of these, 
18 held holdings in oil shale, 18 in ura
nium, 11 in coal and seven in tar sands. 
These companies, the study reported, 
accounted for 20 percent of the present 
coal output and one of them, Kerr
McGee Corp., accounted for 23 percent 
of total uranium milling capacity directly 
and 4 percent through half ownership. 

The oil industry maintains, however, 
that fuel supplies would be just as low 
and prices just as high if the industry 
held no holdings in another fuel source. 

On September 11, 1970, the National 
Coal Association testified before the Sen
ate Interior Committee that most of the 
oil industry's coal holdings were in un
developed reserves that could not be 
readily exploited. It asserted that the 
oil industry had purchased reserves not 
to run up coal prices, but in anticipation 
of converting coal to synthetic gases and 
other products in the future. 

In addition, the gas and oil industry 
argues that public policy does not pro
vide enough incentive to explore and de
velop new wells. This can of course be 
argued, but the fact remains that in 1956, 
a record year, there were 57,390 new gas 
and oil wells drilled. In 1968 new wells 
totaled only 30,495. 

Over the past 2 years, gas consumption 
has exceeded the amount discovered, 
while the Nation's proven gas reserves 
have fallen to 14 trillion cubic feet. John 
Emerson, an economist for the Chase 
Manhattan Bank, estimates that by 1980 
the daily domestic requirement for gas 
will be 93 billion cubic feet against a 
supply of 63 billion cubic feet. 

Coal has had its particular problems. 
The history of the coal industry in the 
United States has been one of feast or 
famine. Perhaps no other power fuel in
dustry has suffered more from cyclical 
:fluctuations in the economy. In the past, 
coal has generally been the victim every 
time a new energy source became avail
able. Whenever a new product comes on 
the scene, be it gas, oil or nuclear pow
er, it is coal that suffers. Today, when 
coal is more dimcult and expensive to 
mine, new safety requirements have 
added further to its cost of production. 
And yet, even today, the demand for coal 
is as great or greater than at any time 
in history and this product remains a 
bulwark of our national power fuel re
serve. 

Recently we have recognized, though 
we have long been warned, that every 
one of our power fuels, pose a growing 
threat to our environment and may en
danger, ultimately, man as a species. 

Today, when our Nation needs more 
and more power-producing capacity, our 
new concern over the environment and 
its potential polluters have made power
plants unwelcome neighbors. 

It is estimated that fossile-fueled gen
erating plants contribute 50 percent of 
the sulfur oxides and about 25 percent of 
the particles which pollute our air. 

Electric power generation requires a 
tremendous amount of water for cooling 
purposes, about 80 percent of the water 
used by all industry for this purpose. 

This water is returned to the rivers 
and streams from which it was taken, 
but at a temperature considerably high
er, sometimes 25 times higher than it was 
removed, creating thermal pollution 
leading to environmental dangers to 
plant and animal life. 

In 1967 the Congress enacted the Fed
eral Air Quality Act and since that time 
many municipal authorities have adopted 
regulations imposing restrictions on fuels 
with a sulfur content of more than 1 per
cent. It is estimated, however, that only 
10 percent of all U.S. coal deposits can 
meet these low-sulfur requirements. 

As a result, many firms have shifted to 
oil or gas, causing a further strain on 
existing supplies and pressure on prices. 

The technology required to remove 
sulfur emissions from utility stack gasses 
is still being tested and it is estimated 
that it will not be available for several 
years. 

The availability of transport facilities 
for power fuel from source to producer 
continues to be a nagging problem. 

This Nation seemingly suffers a con
tinuous shortage of coal cars for rail 
transport. This situation has become 
particularly acute over the past year and 
a half because of our growing coal ex
ports. These exports, mostly high-grade 
metallurgical coal which is not suitable 
for domestic power production, increased 
12 ~ercent to 56 million tons in 1969 and, 
durmg the first 4 months of 1970, ac
counted for 9 percent of U.S. production. 
While this coal may not be usable for 
power production, it does require trans
portation to port facilities and this has 
contributed measurably to the coal car 
shortage. 

At a time when Middle Eastern oil is 
in short supply because of a rupture in 
the trans-Arabian pipeline-which 
Lybian authorities refuse to repair-and 
a desire by supplier nation governments 
to increase their royalties, there has de
veloped a severe oil tanker shortage 
which has sent transportation costs sky
rocketing. 

Oil from the ruptured pipeline must 
now be shipped from the Persian Gulf 
around Africa. The tankerage required 
by these lengthened trips is estimated to 
be about six times what it was before the 
PiPeline was ruptured. 

In late 1970 it cost nearly $2.60 to ship 
a barrel of oil from the Persian Gulf to 
Rotterdam, about double the price of 
2 years earlier. In late 1970 low sulfur 
residual oil bought on the east coast 
spot market cost $4.10 a barrel, compared 
to an average price of $2.20 just a year 
earlier. 

These are just some of the problems 
which beset the power fuel producers of 
America. Each, in itself, is a major prob
lem. But, as of today, very little is actu
ally being done by the Government to 
alleviate these problems or protect the 
consumer from further increases in 
power fuel costs. 

One of the reasons the Government 
has not been able to fulfill any mean
ingful role in dealing with the problem 
is that it is just not set up to do so. 

We have no national fuel policy, no 
overall instrument for carrying out such 

a policy if it existed and those instru
ments available to the Government have 
been criticized as being myopic, of nar
row interest, and too fragmented. We 
really have no single Federal agency to 
gather information on what our needs 
may be or to plan for meeting these 
needs. Instead we have a variety of 
policy -setting agencies: 

The Federal Power Commission, re
sponsible for regulating natural gas and 
electricity sold in interstate commerce. 

Atomic Energy Commission, authority 
for licensing nuclear power and plants. 

Interstate Commerce Commission, 
jurisdiction over interstate gas pipelines 
and railroad transportation. 

Treasury Department, tax matters 
that affect exploration and development 
for oil and natural gas. 

Justice Department, enforcement of 
antitrust policy affecting competition 
and monopoly in fuel industry. 

National Air Pollution Control Ad
ministration, within the Department of 
Health, Education and Welfare, together 
with the Federal Water Pollution Con
trol Administration, deals with antipol
lution standards. 

Interior Department agencies: Bureau 
of Land Management and Bureau of In
dian Affairs, authority over mineral ex
traction from Federal and Indian land 
holdings; U.S. Geological Survey, au
thority over drilling on offshore sites 
leased from the Federal Government. 

Oil Import Administration, another 
Interior Department Agency, and the in
dependent Foreign Trade Zones Board, 
authority over oil imports. 

In addition, we have, within the Con
gress, various committees with interest 
in and authority over various aspects of 
our power fuel resources and their con
cerns. 

Finally, Federal research into the de
velopment of new sources of energy has 
been drastically curtailed. In recent 
years, when such support was available, 
too much of it appears to have been 
concentrated in one area, nuclear power. 

In the fiscal year of 1970, it has been 
estimated that 84 percent of all Federal 
research funds had been allocated to the 
AEC. Meanwhile, the National Coal As
sociation states that it had to halt prom
ising work on converting coal into a 
pollution-free boiler fuel for electric util
ities in 1968 for the lack of about $5 mil
lion in research money. 

All this adds up to a picture of mis
management of natural fuel resources, 
shortsightedness in public policy, and the 
specter of continuing shortages and 
higher power prices over the decade to 
come. 

It thus becomes apparent that there 
is an urgent need for a complete study 
and investigation of the ills which afHict 
our ability to meet this Nation's power 
needs today and in the future. 

There is no single problem. There are 
many complicated and complex problems 
which, woven and entangled, weave a 
fabric of which threatens to strangle our 
national growth. 

It is necessary to unravel this problem, 
to isolate and inspect the various strands, 
and to recommend solutions and policies 
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which will insulate us from future short
ages and the recurring fuel crises from 
which we suffer today. 

For these reasons, I am offering legis
lation to establish a select House com
mitee to study the energy crisis in Amer
ica from all possible aspects. 

The purpose of the study is not to find 
fault unnecessarily or level a divisive 
finger of blame. Rather it is to protect the 
American power consumer and his pock
etbook while supporting, reinforcing, 
and encouraging the viability of our 
power fuel producers. 

It is my current belief that the work 
of this committee should not require an 
extended amount of time. It should be 
able to complete its study, evaluate its 
findings, and report to the House within 
the lifetime of the 92d Congress. 

I believe, finally, that the House of 
Representatives is the appropriate body 
to undertake this work because its mem
bership is closer to the people of America 
and can better evaluate their needs and 
act in their best interests. 

Within the House, several of our ex
cellent committees and their subcommit
tees have jurisdiction in this matter and 
some have given the problem special at
tention. 

However, the scope of the problem is 
so broad and its ramifications so com
plex, numerous, and varied that I believe 
a select committee should be given the 
task of thoroughly studying the problem 
and returning its findings and recom
mendations to the House of Representa
tives. 

This task should not require a great 
deal of time and expense. It is my view 
and my hope that the committee could 
complete its study, evaluate its findings, 
and offer its report and recommenda
tions within the lifetime of the 92d Con
gress. 

I wish to commend the various stand
ing committees for the attention they 
have given this problem to date and the 
light they have shed. It would be my 
hope that the Speaker would draw from 
the membership of these committees in 
making his appointments to the com
mittee established by this resolution. 

Finally, the Nation requires and de
serves a solution as rapidly as possible. 
The northeast power shortages, black
outs and brownouts of today will spread 
throughout the Nation unless a solution 
is found. The establishment of this com
mittee will provide the most expeditious 
method of seeking and coming to grips 
with the problem and recommending 
feasible solutions. 

WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT 
LOAN ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Massachusetts (Mr. HARRING
TON) is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, 
Congressman MoRsE and I today are in
troducing a bill to provide $800 million 
low-cost loans to marginal industries for 
water pollution abatement. We have 
been joined by 23 other Congressmen. 

At the present time no Federal pro
gram exists to help private industries 

build waste treatment plants. Many firms 
cannot affOTd the additional expense of 
treatment plants and would have to pass 
the cost on to the consumer or go out of 
business. The Federal Government ob
viously must aid these firms if water pol
lution is to be successfully curtailed. 

Ten billion dollars are needed for in
dustrial waste treatment facilities 
throughout the country. Yet, this legis
lation introduced today is the first effort 
to provide a specific Federal program of 
aid to industry for the gigantic under
taking of cleaning up industrial pollu
tion. 

The Industrial Water Pollution Abate
ment Loan Act of 1970 would make loans 
available through the Office of Water 
Quality, part of the Environmental Pro
tection Agency. 

The bill sets two criteria for loans. The 
business first must show that it cannot 
operate competitively if it is required to 
pay the entire cost of waste treatment 
construction. The firm secondly must 
demonstrate that other financing is not 
reasonably available. 

However, low-cost loans are not 
enough. The effort to abate water pol
lution must involve all segments of the 
country. The Federal, State, and munic
ipal governments will have to work to
gether with industry. And it is the re
sponsibility of every citizen to partici
pate in focusing national attention on 
this need. 

This country has the resources to 
make abatement possible. The question 
is one of priorities and of will. 

Following are the cosponsors: Mr. 
·HARRINGTON, Mr. MORSE, Mr. ADAMS, 
Mr. BURTON, Mr. CARNEY, Mr. CoR
MAN, Mr. COUGHLIN, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. En
WARDS of California, Mr. ESCH, Mr. 
FRASER, Mr. HALPERN, Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. 
HANSEN of Idaho, Mrs. HECKLER of Mas
sachusetts, Mr. HORTON, Mr. KocH, Mr. 
LEGGETT, Mr. PIRNIE, Mr. PODELL, Mr. 
REES, Mr. SCHWENGEL, Mr. STEELE, and 
Mr. SYMINGTON. 

BILL TO PROHIBIT HARMFUL OCEAN DUMPING 

Mr. Speaker, the papers are full of 
news about the contamination of fish and 
other marine life by mercury, DDT and 
NTA. and the waters of the New York 
Bight have been almost totally destroyed 
by sludge dumping. These are well
known examples of the dangers of 
dumping substances into our oceans 
without knowing the consequences of our 
actions. No standards to regulate the 
dumping of waste products in our coastal 
waters have ever been established, nor 
has the person wishing to dump ever 
been required to demonstrate that the 
material would be harmless. Legislation 
is obviously required. That is why I am 
introducing this bill today. 

Pollution has become the end product 
of our society. But pollution need not 
have been inevitable. It can still be 
stopped. One of our greatest resources is 
our oceans, but the waters of the New 
York Bight are dead, the waters off the 
Boston Light Ship are dying, and fish 
along all of our coasts are being con
taminated. In a message to the Congress 
on waste disposal on April15, 1970, Pres
ident Nixon stated: 

About 48 million tons of dredging, sludge, 
and other materials are annually dumped 
off the coa.stla.nds of the United States. 

We are hearing more and more about 
the incredible value of our oceans. We 
hear that our food supply may eventu
ally come in greater proportion from the 
ocean than from the land. Untapped 
mineral resources are within these wa
ters. As a source of oxygen and through 
its interaction with the terrestrial eco
systems, a healthy ocean may well have 
critical importance for the survival of 
the human species. 

The coastline of the United States is 
88,633 miles long-99,613 if you include 
the Great Lakes. Seventy-five percent of 
our population lives in the 30 States that. 
comprise the coastal zone. Forty-five 
percent of our urban population lives in 
coastal counties. Twenty-five percent of 
our entire population lives within 50 
miles of the coast. As you can see, the 
pollution of our oceans directly affects 
more than 150,000,000 people in this 
country. 

It has been estimated that 90 percent 
of the ocean produces a negligible frac
tion of the present fish catch and has 
little potential for yielding more in the 
future. The coastal waters produce al
most the entire shellfish crop and nearly 
half the total fish crop. Recreational 
values, oil and mineral resources, and 
mineral waste disposal areas are concen
trated almost entirely in the coastal re
gions of the ocean. The Marine Science 
Council estimates that 8 percent of the 
Nation's shellfish, representing 1.2 mil
lion acres of shellfish grounds, have been 
declared unsafe for human consumption. 
Dumping of wastes accounts in large 
measure for this destruction. 

The National Commission on Marine 
Science, Engineering, and Resources has 
reported-

In the pa.st 20 years, dredging and filling 
have destroyed 7% (more than a. half million 
acres) of the Nation's important fish and 
wildlife estuarine habitats. 

We obviously need legislation to stop 
this devastation. Our new technology has 
created new kinds and larger amounts 
of material which must be disposed of. 
The disposal of domestic wastes into our 
coastal waters has introduced toxic, 
heaVY metals, and organics into these 
waters. The result has been to lower the 
available oxygen content of the bottom 
water. We have a clear example of this 
in the New York Bight. It has been found 
that in the bight area all of the typical 
forms of bottom life which normally in
habit similar areas have been elimi
nated from the damaged areas. The pol
lutants may be transported by water, or 
by moving sediments and may affect the 
life in a far greater area. 

During the past 30 years, we have dis
posed of many synthetic chemicals here
tofore unknown. These chemicals are for
eign to organisms and natural pathways 
of biodegradation are lacking or ineffi
cient. Thus many chemicals now dumped 
into our coastal waters enter the marine 
food chain and increase in density as 
they move through the chain until they 
become harmful to both marine and hu
man life. Dr. Max Blumer, senior scien-
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tist at the Woods Hole Oceanographic 
Institute in Massachusetts, has stated: 

The marine food web is so involved and 
the biochemical processes necessary for the 
survival of every species are so complex that 
it is virtually impossible to foresee which 
species might be damaged by a certain per
sistent chemical. The award of the Nobel 
Prize to the discoverer of the insecticide DDT 
illustrates our ignorance in this area. Lack
ing sufficient foresight we need to be much 
more cautious in the use of persistent chem
icals lest we disrupt inadvertently processes 
in the sea on which our survival may depend. 

Our oceans will take far longer to re
cover from pollution than a river or lake. 
A small lake may be restored in a few 
years. Lake Erie may possibly be restored 
within 50 years-but an ocean will remain 
irreversibly damaged for many genera
tions. 

Dr. B. H. Ketchum of Woods Hole has 
pointed out "that nature has a tremen
dous capacity to recover from abuses of 
pollution, so long as the rate of addition 
does not exceed the rate of recovery of 
the environment. When this limit is ex
ceeded, however, the deterioration of the 
environment is rapid and irreversible." 
I am afraid that our present rate and 
manner of dumping may exceed thaJt 
limit now. If it is allowed to continue, 
irreversible damage is inevitable. 

Mr. Speaker, we need a nationwide pro
gram to prevent the pollution of our 
oceans and Great Lakes, and we particu
larly need to revitalize those areas where 
dumping has already caused grievous 
harm. We must have standards now. 
That is why I have introduced my bill. 
Members of the House have joined with 
me in filing this legislation. 

At the present time there are no ade
quate Federal standards which prohibit 
granting permits to dump into the 
coastal waters of the United States if 
such refuse material would harm the en
vironment. The Corps of Engineers was 
authorized by the Rivers and Harbors Act 
of 1899-the Refuse Act-to issue per
mits for all construction and dumping 
into the navigable waters. In the early 
years of issuing permits under this au
thOiity, the guidelines were solely on the 
basis of the effect of the proposed work 
on navigation. 

The Corps of Engineers, in a letter to 
me dated April 29, 1970 stated: 

By the Coordination Act of 1958, and sub
sequent amendments, the Corps was directed 
to coordinate this (dumping permit) activity 
with the Department of the Interior, and to 
consider their views on the effect of the 
proposed work on fish and wildlife and the 
ecology. The guidelines on issuance of per
mits have been broadened considerably over 
the past few years, and now consider the 
effect of the proposed work on fish and wild
life, conservation, pollution, and other fac
tors affecting the general public interest, in 
addition to the effect on navigation. 

I have quoted this passage because it 
so clearly exemplifies the problem we 
face. The fact is that the corps has not 
taken ecological factors into considera
tion. In the same letter, the corps in
cluded a list of waste products which, 
under a permit which they issued, have 
been dumped into the coastal waters off 
Massachusetts-in fact, into the coastal 
waters off Gloucester and Rockport in 
my district. Included in the list is "mer-

cury contaminated wastes." In fact, for 
several years 35 pounds of mercury 
wastes were dumped 9.3 miles northeast 
of the Boston Light Ship. And that is not 
all, 750 pounds of beryllium, 1,000 gal
lons of sulphuric acid and hundreds of 
gallons of other chemicals were dumped 
into these waters until the State in
sisted that the permit be suspended last 
February. The corps has issued hundreds 
of permits over the years which allow 
for the dumping of industrial wastes and 
for dredging. 

It is clear that the Army Corps of En
gineers cannot possibly be taking ecologi
cal matters seriously when until only 6 
months ago they issued permits to dump 
anything from mercury to beryllium. I 
need not go into the details of mercury 
poisoning. The papers have told the 
story many times recently. But I do be
lieve that the problems of mercury poi
soning points up the necessity for stand
ards governing dumping into our navi
gable waters. 

Section 5B(b) of my bill would require 
the Administration of the Environ
mental Protection Agency, acting 
through the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv
ice and in consultation with the Army 
Chief of Engineers to establish stand
ards "which apply to the deposit or dis
charges into the ocean, coastal, and other 
waters of the United States of all in
dustrial wastes, sludge, spoil, and all 
other materials that might be harmful 
to the wildlife or wildlife resources or 
to the ecology of these waters." The pur
pose of these standards is to insure that 
no damage to the natural environment 
or ecology of these waters will occur as 
a result of this activity. 

Section 5B (a) defines "ocean, coastal, 
and other waters" as "oceans, gulfs, bays, 
saltwater lagoons, saltwater harbors, 
other coastal waters where the tide ebbs 
and flows, the Great Lakes, and all wa
ters in a zone contiguous to the United 
States extending to a line 12 nauti
cal miles sea ward from the baseline of 
the territorial sea as provided in article 
24 of the Convention on the Territorial 
Sea and the Contiguous Zone." 

Section 5B(a) also requires that the 
person wishing to dump sustain the the 
"burden of proof" that the materials that 
are dumped will not endanger the nat
ural environment of these waters and 
will meet any additional requirements as 
the Administrator of the EPA deems nec
essary for the orderly regulation of such 
activity. Burden of proof does not re
quire the person wishing to dump to 
prove beyond a shadow of a doubt that 
the materials will be harmless. Rather, 
burden of proof requires a "preponder
ance of evidence" which demonstrates 
that the dumper can abide by the stand
ards. I feel that placing the burden of 
proof on the dumper is an important fac
tor in this legislation. It is time that 
those who wish to dispose of refuse mate
rial be required to assume the ecological 
consequences of their actions. I do not 
believe that the U.S. Government should 
be responsible for the expense of subsi
dizing the ocean dumping of private in
terests. 

In addition, this legislation takes into 
account the fact that in some locations 

materials can be dumped without harm 
to the ecology of the waters, whereas the 
same materials would be harmful to 
other areas. I have always felt that a 
unilateral prohibition against dumping 
was both unjust and unrealistic. Ocean 
currents in some areas will disperse most 
refuse material to the point where it does 
no harm. In other locations, however, the 
material may stagnate. 

The legislation also provides that dif
ferent amounts of the same type of 
refuse may be dumped in different lo
cations. Each dumping site and material 
has its own particular characteristics 
and these must be taken into account, as 
they will have to be by the person wish
ing to dump. There are, of course, cer
tain materials such as mercury which 
would not be dumped at all. The stand
ards set by the Administration of the 
EPA and the burden of proof required of 
the dumper would effectively prohibit 
any dumping of such materials. There
fore, this section provides a flexible ap
proach to the problem of dumping into 
the coastal waters. 

Section 5B(c) provides that the stand
ards established by the Administrator of 
the EPA shall be adopted and applied to 
all Federal and State authorities which 
have the right to issue authorizations to 
discharge or deposit material into these 
waters. 

Section 5B(d) requires that the stand
ards apply to all parts of the Federal and 
State governments and all persons who 
have authorization from the State or its 
agency to deposit or discharge such ma
terials into these waters. 

Section 5B(e) permits the States to 
establish and enforce standards covering 
these activities within their jurisdiction 
only on the condition that the State 
standards are stricter than the Federal 
standards and that the States provide 
"adequate procedures for enforcement." 
I believe this section is important be
cause, as we have seen in the case of 
automobile pollution, many States have 
wished to enact stricter regulations than 
the Federal ones but have been unable 
to do so because Federal law requires that 
the Federal standards apply. There is 
presently a bill before the Massachusetts 
Legislature to provide for the regulation 
of ocean dumping off the Massachusetts 
coast area. There may be similar bills be
fore other State legislatures. Therefore, 
a provision such as the one in this sec
tion is necessary to permit State regula
tion under controlled circumstances. 

Section 5B(f) provides that every State 
and Federal instrumentality and every 
person applying for authorization to dis
charge or otherwise dispose of any mate
rial into these waters maintain records, 
make reports and provide whatever addi
tional information the Administrator of 
the EPA needs to determine that the 
standards are being complied with. The 
Administrator may also, upon request, 
have access to these records. 

Section 5B(g) provides that the dis
trict courts of the United States have 
jurisdiction to restrain violations of this 
act. The courts have subpena power and 
failure to obey the subpena may be pun
ishable by a charge of contempt of court. 

Section 5B(h) provides that each vio-

. 
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Iation of these standards shall be pun
ishable by a fine of not more than $10,-
000 nor less than $5,000. This means that 
each time refuse is dumped in violation 
of the standards, the violator is liable for 
this fine. In many cases, several dump
ings or discharges occur per day and each 
instance is a violation punishable by 
the fine. 

Section 5B(i) terminates any existing 
authorizations for dumping issued by the 
United States under any other provision 
of law as of the enactment of this bill 
into law. 

Mr. Speaker, if we continue this 
dumping into our coastal waters, not only 
will we seriously endanger our own lives, 
but we will have to spend billions more 
to clean up the mess. We may even go 
beyond the point of being able to correct 
our mistakes. Since, as Dr. Blumer has 
stated, we cannot know the effects of 
some of the material we are dumping into 
our coastal waters, it is time we re
assessed our values. We should be cau
tious in our actions. We must have stand
ards. We must enforce those standards. 
And we must make private industry as 
well as the Federal and State Govern
ments responsible for maintaining the 
quality of our environment. 

Mr. Speaker, we have all heard the 
outcr ies about the dangers of ocean 
dumping. My bill is one approach to the 
problem-an approach that would have 
an immediate nationwide effect. I hope 
that swift action will be taken on the 
legislation to establish standards no·.v 
to limit the dumping of hazardous ma
terials into our coastal waters. The need 
is clear and time is running out. 

Following, Mr. Speaker, are the cospon
sors of this bill: Mr. ADDABBO, Mr. AsH
LEY, Mr. BADILLO, Mr. BEGICH, Mr. BING
HAM, Mr. BLACKBURN, Mr. BOLAND, Mr. 
BRASCO, Mr. BROOMFIELD, Mr. BURKE of 
Massachusett3, Mr. CARTER, Mrs. CHIS
HOLM, Mr. COLLIER, Mr. CONTE, Mr. 
COUGHLIN, Mr. DERWINSKI, Mr. EDWARDS 
of California, Mr. EDWARDS of Louisiana, 
Mr. FRASER, Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania, 
Mr. FUQUA, Mr. GIAIMO, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. 
HALPERN, Mr. HANSEN of Idaho, Mr. HATH
AWAY, Mr. HAYS, Mr. HELSTOSKI, Mr. 
KEITH, Mr. KocH, Mr. KYROS, Mr. LEG
GETT, Mr. LENT, Mr. MANN, Mr. MCKIN
NEY, Mr. MAZZOLI, Mrs. MINK, Mr. 
MITCHELL, Mr. MORSE, Mr. MOSS, Mr. 
NEDZI, Mr. OBEY, Mr. O'NEILL of Massa
chusetts, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. PUCINSKI, Mr. 
REES, Mr. REID of New York, Mr. RHODES, 
Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr. RYAN, Mr. SCHEUER, 
Mr. SYMINGTON, Mr. TIERNAN, Mr. 
WALDIE, Mr. CHARLES WILSON, Mr. 
WOLFF, and Mr. WRIGHT. 

HOME BUILDER ASSOCIATION 
HOISTED ON OWN PETARD 

(Mr. DINGELL asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD, and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, Congress 
still faces a serious responsibility in 
straightening out and cleaning up the 
practices whereby voluntary industrial 
standards are developed in our economic 
society. Within the genus "voluntary in
dustrial standards" are included building, 
electrical, plumbing, and similar codes, 

and also certifications and product ap
provals of building materials and build
ing methods by nongovernmental bodies. 
The matter is of concern to the Congress 
because these actions are truly govern
mental in nature. They find their way 
without amendment into public laws and 
regulations. They involve the public 
health and safety, consumer protection, 
and environmental protection, not to 
mention billions of dollars worth of eco
nomic activity in industries affecting in
terstate and foreign commerce. 

The Small Business Subcommittee, of 
which I am chairman, has had these mat
ters under study during the past two Cc,n
gresses, and frankly, I have been appalled 
at certain lobbying practices that go on 
within the private standards-making and 
code-writing organizations. It was, there
fore, most refreshing to read, in an As
sociated Press story published earlier this 
year, a frank and forthright criticism 
of these activities by an official in the 
National Bureau of Standards, U.S. De
partment of Commerce. The story ap
peared, for example, in the real estate 
section of the Washington Evening Star 
for March 20, 1970. I include the relevant 
portion of that article at this point in 
the RECORD: 
HOUSING PINCH: REDTAPE BOOSTS PRICES OF 

HOMES 

(By Dick Barnes) 
PRODUCT APPROVAL 

A critic of this product approval system 
is Gene A. Howland of the U.S. Bureau of 
Standards, who as executive director of the 
Nat ional Conference of States on Building 
Codes and Standards has spearheaded an 
effort for states to reassume control over 
building codes. 

Rowland mentioned the fees charged by 
each code group for approvals, and said: 
"The gypsum association, for example, pays 
thousands of dollars for approvals each year. 
And manufacturers have to go to each city 
to see how they're doing. All this costs 
money-but it shouldn't cost money to get 
approved in a government process. The costs 
ultimately go to the consumer." 

He contended, too, that "to get approvals, 
you must be a friend to the building inspec
tor. You show up at his meetings or you 
provide him an airplane ride to meetings, or 
your association has big hospitality suites 
at code meetings." 

Milton W. Smithman, an assistant staff 
vice president ef the National Association of 
Home Builders, also said manufacturers of 
housing and industry supplies are very active 
in code lobbying. "The materials groups have 
staff people all over the country in constant 
contact with building officials," he said. 

One does not necessarily have to agree 
with Mr. Rowland's main thesis-that 
States should reassume control over 
building codes-to note that he has ac
curately described in great part what 
goes on behind the scenes in the private 
code bodies. 

Shortly after appearance of the story, 
Mr. Rowland was attacked in the March 
27, 1970, issue of Building Code Action, a 
newsletter of the Associated Home Build
ers of the Greater Eastbay, Inc., Berke
ley, Calif. The news note, attributed to a 
certain Thomas I. Murphy, project di
rector, reads as follows: 

MODEL CODES DEFENDED 

In one of a five-part series of Associated 
Press articles dealing with the high cost of 
housing, etc., appeared this quote, attributed 

to Gene A. Rowland, Chief, Codes and Stand
ards Section of the National Bureau of Stand
ards: " ... to get approvals you must be a 
friend to the building inspector. You show up 
at his meetings or you provide him an air
plane ride to meetings or your association has 
a big hospitality suite at code meetings." 

The Associated Home Builders of the 
Greater Eastbay fired back a blistering re
but tal suggesting that Mr. Rowland was ob
viously unaware of the various committee 
actions that were necessary in new product 
and method approval. It was also pointed out 
that irresponsible statements of this nature 
cause much damage in that they confuse the 
public as to the real issues. 

I do not know what Murphy may have 
had in mind when he accused Rowland of 
confusing the public as to the "real is
sues." Rowland spoke of cost to the con
sumer, and I would regard consumer pro
tection in all its aspects to be a very real 
and very major issue. 

Perhaps Murphy can explain what he 
understands by the "real issue" in more 
recent events. At this point, Mr. Speaker, 
I would like to have included in the text 
of my remarks a news item which ap
peared in the October 2, 1970, issue of the 
Hayward, Calif., Daily Review: 

PLASTIC PIPE INSPECTION: HOMEBUILDERS 
UNIT PROVIDES TOUR 

HAYWARD.-Three city councilmen accepted 
an invitation from the Associated Home
builders of the Greater East Bay and Hew to 
Los Angeles today for a guided tour of apart
ment construction and plastic pipe manu
facturing. 

Four city councilmen, including Mayor Leo 
Howell, declined the invitation. 

A city building code advisory committee 
turned thumbs down on the use of plastic 
pipe in new residential construction in Hay
ward two months ago, after hearing renewed 
arguments from the Plasltlc Pipe Institute 
t hat i:'t be sanct ioned. The Associ!llted Home
builders has appealed the committee's deci
sion, sending the mat ter to the city council 
for final resolution. 

Councilman George Oakes, who extended 
invit altions to the full council on behalf of 
.the associa.t ion .to join the tour, said the 
group would be shown a large plastic pipe 
manufacturing plant in the Los Angeles area 
today and new multi-family construction in 
the Hollywood area tomorrow. Officials of 
other cilties were no¢ invited, according to 
Oakes who was accompanied by Councilmen 
Tom Neveau and Charlie Santana. 

Oakes was asked of he feLt t he .trip might 
produce criticism, in view of the pending 
hearing on plastic pipe before the city coun
cil. 

"I certainly would expect no criticism," 
he replied, "You've got to acquaint yourself 
wit h all the sources of inform81'tion, with all 
the facts." 

One of the East Bay's major homebuilders, 
Oakes supports the use of plastic pipe in 
residential construction and considers city 
policy against its use unrealistic. 

The tour of new apartment construction, 
Oakes said, should give councilmen a look 
Bit lthe latest rtechnlques and methods of con
struct ion. He said councilmen should be able 
to apply what they see when they review 
new construction in Hayward, particularly 
in the Hayward hills. 

"We are looking for new products, new 
concepts, new designs, and new layouts," he 
explained. 

Oakes said a representative of rthe Associ
Bited Homebuilders would accompany 'the 
group. The ltab for t he t rip, he said, will be 
paid by the association. 

A subsequent story, on October 12, re
lated that the mayor made the trip, so 
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that four out of seven members of the 
Hayward City Council had been flown 
from that city to Los Angeles for a look 
at a plastic pipe manufacturing facility. 

Mr. Speaker, the "real issue" appears 
to be that approval of plastic pipe for 
drain-waste-vent systems was, and is, 
pending before the Hayward City Coun
cil. And who sponsored the :flight? Some 
plastic pipe manufacturer or trade as
sociation? Wrong. According to the news 
articles, the tab was picked up by the 
Associated Home Builders of the Greater 
Eastbay, Inc. This is the sort of thing 
Rowland was talking about. The Eastbay 
Home Builders Association has hoisted 
itself on its own petard. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not the first time 
that this sort of thing has occurred. 
During the course of my Small Business 
Subcommittee's hearings, there was 
much controversy over some free air
plane tickets to Hawaii accepted by 
voting delegates involed in certain 
product approvals. It is not my intention 
to take any position-for or against-in 
any specific fight between competing 
materials. I do feel, however, that until 
and unless performance standards are 
adopted by the FHA and by industry 
that the sort of conduct present here 
will continue to erode public confidence 
in the integrity in the entire standards 
system-particularly within the field of 
building codes. 

I am amazed by the zeal in this in
stance of a homebuilders association to 
promote, not the building of homes or 
the sale of homes, but a product ap
proval for plastic pipe. This instance 
does not stand in isolation. It is typical 
of plastic pipe and other product ap
proval fights all over the country where 
time and again the campaign is spear
headed by the local homebuilders' as
sociation. I do not wish to prejudice the 
case for or against the approval of this 
material in Hayward or in any other 
code jurisdiction. My only observation 
is that the number one argument in 
favor of approval is said to be cost sav
ing to the consumer. But what con
sumer? The home buyer? Lobbying cam
paigns cost money. Four round trip tick
ets by air from Hayward to Los Angeles 
cost money. Have homebuilder organiza
tions mounted such an intense campaign 
for this product approval so that they 
can pass a material cost saving on to the 
home buyer? At least in the case of spec
ulative homebuilders, who are the vol
ume homebuilders, I think the answer 
is more likely a loud "No." 

LOWER VOTING AGE IN STATE AND 
LOCAL ELECTIONS TO 18 

(Mr. KASTENMEIER asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
at this point in the RECORD.) 

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, al
though the Supreme Court has made 

clear that the reduction of the voting 
age 18 in State and local elections will 
have to be accomplished by constitution
al amendment, its decision of December 
21, 1970, upholding the right to vote by 
18-year-olds in all Federal elections 
gives us strong incentive to act imme
diately to eliminate the present confu
sion over varying age requirements be
tween local, State, and Federal election 
laws. Thus, today, I am introducing a 
proposed constitutional amendment to 
provide for the franchise for 18-year
old citizens in State and local elections. 

I have long advocated that 18-year
olds be allowed to vote. Young people, 
today, are better informed than ever be
fore and are more interested and con
cerned with public issues. At a time 
when much of our young people's frus
tration can be traced to a feeling of fu
tility in influencing decisions, which af
fect them directly, made by Federal, 
State, and local governments, I feel it is 
imperative that we extend the franchise 
to enable our 18-, 19-, and 20-year-old 
citizens to vote in all elections. 

Mr. Speaker, by allowing these young 
citizens the right to vote in election con
tests at all levels of government, we will 
be providing a powerful inducement for 
greater political involvement and hope 
for reform, thus restoring the faith of 
young people in the American political 
system. 

DIRECT, POPULAR ELECTION OF 
THE PRESIDENT 

(Mr. KASTENMEIER asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
at this point in the RECORD.) 

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, on 
September 18, 1969, the House, by a vote 
of 339 to 70, passed a proposed constitu
tional amendment providing for the di
rect election of the President and Vice 
President. The overwhelming approval 
given to this essential reform of our 
electoral process was due in large part 
to the initiative and able leadership 
of our distinguished chairman of the 
Judiciary Committee, the gentleman 
from New York <Mr. CELLER). Unfortu
nately, the Senate failed to take any 
action on this proposed amendment dur
ing the 91st Congress. 

However, the need for this significant 
change in the manner by which we elect 
our President still exists. The electoral 
college is outdated. It was devised for a 
19-century union of divisive, competing 
States. The factors of voting franchise 
and population which also contributed to 
its adoption have long since disappeared 
from our society. The electoral college 
also is undemocratic in that it allows 
that the popular will of the people can 
be thwarted under this system by the 
distinct possibility of a popular vote loser 
entering the White House. 

Mr. Speaker, the most realistic and 
most democratic manner of electing the 
President and Vice President, and also 
enhancing participatory democracy, is 

through the direct, popular vote. The 
direct, popular vote puts the choice of 
the President squarely where it ought to 
be, directly in the hands of the people. 
Today, I am introducing a proposed con
stitutional amendment calling for the 
direct election of the President and Vice 
President, and I am confident that we 
can again move this proposed amend
ment successfully through the House, 
and I am optimistic that the Senate will 
also concur. 

INTERIOR'S DECISION ON "TAPS" 
REFLECTS INFLUENCE OF "BIG 
OIL"-ALASKA IN PERIL 
(Mr. SAYLOR asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I am sure 
you remember one of the first big issues 
to face the 91st Congress-the oil spill 
off the Santa Barbara, Calif., coast. Here 
we go again. To start the 92d Congress, 
the Interior Department has virtually 
assured Members that we face major oil 
spills in the State of Alaska as a result 
of their recommendation to construct 
the trans-Alaskan oil pipeline. 

On January 13, the Interior Depart
ment issued its tentative report on the 
subject of building the 800-mile pipeline 
across the frozen wilderness of our 49th 
State. The report, taking note of those 
of us concerned with environment, ecol
ogy, natural resources, conservation, and 
so forth, spells out the potential dam
aging ecological consequences when the 
pipeline is built. In spite of this, the De
partment recommends full speed ahead 
with approval of a project to benefit the 
fattest, most arrogant segment of the 
American industrial complex-the oil 
industry. 

Not satisfied with bloated profits par
tially derived at the expense of the pub
lic through the oil depletion allowance; 
not satisfied to choke the air we breathe 
with automobile products; and not satis
fied with their inordinate amount of pro
tection from foreign competition, the 
barons of oil are now seeking another 
profit bonanza at the expense of the 
public. 

The oil barons have-who knows 
how-convinced the bureaucrats in the 
White House and in the Department of 
the Interior that, by despoiling, pollut
ing, and wrecking the wilderness which 
is Alaska, the national security will be 
preserved. 

It is inconceivable for me to under
stand how a public agency, chartered to 
guard the public weal, can, in one 
breath admit the disastrous effects of a 
potential decision and in the next 
breath, recommend an action to imple
ment just such a decision. If you cut 
away the window-dressing langauge of 
the report, you discover that the bureau
crats who have sworn to protect the 
public have encouraged a policy to gouge 
the public. The blatant audacity of the 
recommendation is stupendous. 

It is a measure of the influence of the 
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oil industry in the decisionmaking coun
cils of the Federal Government. On this 
point, I recommend your attention to an 
article which appeared in the January 17 
Washington Post entitled "The Oilmen 
and Politics" by Murray Seeger of the 
Los Angeles Times. The Department's 
recommendation is also a measure of the 
ineffectiveness-to date-of the public 
to gain control over the unholy alliance 
between the industry and the Federal 
Government's decisionmakers. 

If there is any doubt about the effect 
of the pipeline on the fragile ecology of 
Alaska, I strongly recommend each 
Member's close attention to the full re
port. The Interior Department openly 
admits various degrees of environmental 
degradation should be expected from the 
project; it is little comfort to know the 
Department has spelled out its potential 
mistakes before committing them. 

The potential for making environ
mental mistakes with a project as big as 
TAPS is unestimable. Caution would 
seem to be the watchword of the officials 
charged with protecting the interests of 
the public. 

It is the watchword for our Canadian 
neighbors. 

Reporting on a similar, but not as ex
tensive, environmental problem in Can
ada, the Evening Star of January 13 ran 
an article side-by-side with the one on 
the departmental report on Alaska. The 
juxtaposition of the story is poetic jus
tice if nothing else. A UPI story out of 
Ottawa reports that the Canadian Gov
ernment banned all oil and gas explora
tion in the Strait of Georgia off the Brit
ish Columbia mainland to prevent any 
possible pollution. The Canadian Gov
ernment appears-in this instance-to 
be working in the interests of saving its 
environment while the highest councils 
of our Government are recommending a 
crash program of environmental de
struction. 

The reaction to the Interior Depart
ment's recommendation has not been 
fierce-yet. Contemplating that some of 
the conservation nuts-as I have been 
labeled on occasion-would object to the 
Department's report, a fancy and ex
pensive public relations advertising cam
paign has been started by the oil com
panies. 

You probably saw the results of the 
oil industry's first move. On January 18, 
a full-page advertisement appeared in 
major papers from the Alyeska Pipeline 
Service Co. The thrust of that advertise
ment is designed to lay to rest the en
vironmental concern with projected 
pipeline construction. Compare the fol
lowing statement from the ad with the 
Interior Department's report: 

What we have learned about the Arctic 
leads us to believe that there is nothing in
herently dangerous to the environment pro
viding the line is designed, built and oper
ated in a manner th81t is considerate of and 
responsible to the environment. In truth, 
what's good for the environment is also very 
good for the safety and security of the pipe
line. On this you have our pledge: The en
vironmental disturbances will be avoided 
where possible, held to a minimum where 
unavoidable and restored to the fullest 
practicable extent. 

CXVII-4-Part 1 

The company did not promise to pro
tect the environment, rather, it promises 
to repair it. It takes an unprecedented
even for the oil industry-amount of gall 
to make such a statement and expect the 
public to swallow it without question. To 
argue with every point in the advertise
ment would take too long, but I will men
tion just one issue: the advertisement 
talks about "avoiding" environmental 
disturbances. Based on my trips to 
Alaska and having :flown over and driven 
along the Alaskan construction sites, I 
can assure you that the oil companies do 
not practice what they preach. Oil ex
ploration and development creates an 
environmental disaster area. But again, 
all of this is admitted in the depart
mental report and yet the go signal is 
given. 

But Alaska is a long way from your 
morning newspaper. One must assume 
the Alyeska Pipeline Service Co. figured 
that one picture of a heard of caribou is 
worth a thousand words describing the 
crimes that have been committed against 
nature by the oil companies in Alaska. 
I agree that the public relations impact 
of the ad may be just that; however, 
I sincerely hope that our colleagues in 
the House will not be lulled into thinking 
that that picture is an honest description 
of the environmental facts of life. 

In a traditionally understated edi
torial, the Christian Science Monitor of 
January 18 questions the appropriate
ness of the Interior Department's recom
mendations. The editorial states in con
clusion: 

Perhaps the Alaska. pipeline decision will 
be made intuitively by Americans, for argu
able immediate reasons. If so, the likely 
eventual judgment on building the pipeline 
would be that it was wrong. For the progres
sive line of thought in the country is toward 
less, not greater impairment of nature for 
industrial advantage. 

Those words echo the sentiments ex
pressed not long ago by the former Sec
retary of the Interior, Walter Hickel, 
himself an Alaskan. I thought these 
comments from our former Secretary 
would be appropriate to close this speech 
on the future of Alaska as threatened by 
the trans-Alaskan pipeline project: 

The Secretary-General (of the UN) then 
underscored a paint I have often made: Con
certed preventive action now is far less costly 
than to repair the damage after it has oc
curred. Having failed to apply the ounce of 
prevention in past years, we're now faced 
with applying pounds of cure. . . . 

We must follow new principles in living 
and working together as a Nation: 

The right to produce is not the right to 
pollute. 

We must not inject new things into our 
surroundings until we have studied fully 
their possible impact. 

Mr. Speaker, I fully intended to end 
my remarks with those stirring words of 
Walter Hickel but lo and behold, just 2 
days ago, the President stepped into an
other great conservation/environment 
battle and provided me with an even bet
ter statement on protecting our environ
ment. In blocking further construction 
of the Cross-Florida Canal, an action 
with which I wholeheartedly agree, the 
President said: 

The project could endanger the unique 
wildlife of the area and destroy this region 
of unusual and unique natural beauty. 

He could have been talking about 
Alaska. He then continued: 

The step I have taken today will prevent 
a past mistake from causing permanent 
damage. But more important, we must as
sure that in the future we take not only full 
but also timely account of the environmen
tal impact of such projects, so that instead 
of merely halting the damage, we prevent it. 

I cannot commend the President 
enough for this beautiful statement. It 
succinctly captures the essence of the 
problem with respect to the trans-Alas
kan oil pipeline. I fervently hope the con
servationists of the country use it as a 
rallying cry against the Interi·or Depart
ment's go ahead construction recom
mendation. I hope the President follows 
through with a similar statement block
ing the oil barons· campaign to profit at 
the public's expense in Alaska. And I 
trust the Federal bureaucracy takes heed 
of the President's line of reasoning re
garding the preventive protection of our 
Nation's environment. 

I can think of no better way to end 
this speech than to repeat, what I hope 
will become, one of the President's most 
famous sentences: 

But more important, we must assure that 
in the future we take not only full but also 
timely account of the environmental impact 
of such projects, so that instead of merely 
halting the damage, we prevent it. 

HORTON BILL HONORS 
FRANCIS BELLAMY 

(Mr. HORTON asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, I feel it 
appropriate on this first day of the 92d 
Congress to introduce a bill giving proper 
recognition to the man who wrote the 
words with which we honor our :flag. 

Francis Bellamy, who was a graduate 
of the University of Rochester in 1876 
and the Rochester Theological Seminary 
in 1879, served as chairman for a na
tional school committee for the first ob
servance of Columbus Day in 1892. 

The pledge to our :flag was first used 
in that ceremony. And it is fitting and 
proper for us to give the same honor to 
Francis Bellamy as we do to the other 
heroes of our national heritage. 

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to share 
with the Members of this House a column 
I distributed to the news media in my 
district: 

ALLEGIANCE PLEDGE: A STATEMENT OF 

NATIONAL GOALS 

"I pledge Allegiance to the Flag . . " 
(Francis Bellamy, Columbus Day 1892.) 

These words were first used in public 
schools throughout the country on Colum
bus Day 1892 to mark the 400th anniversary 
of the founding of the New World. 

Since then the words have been melded 
into our national heritage and stand with 
our fiag as a symbol of this country. 

Francis Bellamy was a native of Mount 
Morris, New York. He was graduated from 
the University of Rochester in 1876 and the 
Rochester Theological Seminary in 1879. 
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In 1892 he served as chairman of a com

mittee for a national school program for the 
first observance of Columbus Day in this 
country. The pledge to the flag was used as 
a part of that celebration. 

This week I introduced legislation to give 
proper recognition to Francis Bellamy and 
permanently establish his role as one of our 
national figures. 

His words are recited dally in our nation's 
school. They serve to build respect for the 
flag and all it symbolizes for all Americans. 

The story of the American flag is the story 
of this nation. When the Stars and Stripes 
were first adopted on June 14, 1777, it was 
one of the country's darkest days. 

Within 96 days the members of the Con
tinental Congress were fugitives. The Capi
tol in Philadelphia had been Invaded and 
occupied by British troops and the fate of 
the nation weighed in the balance. 

George Washington gave a vivid descrip
tion of the new flag when it was first flown 
by the Continental Army. 

"We take the stars from heaven, the red 
from our mother country, separating it by 
white stripes, thus showing that we have 
separated from her, and the white stripes 
shall go down to posterity representing lib
erty," Washington said. 

Our flag was born in the heat of battle 
and given Its baptism under fire. It survived 
as has the nation. 

Over the years the United States had 
grown into the greatest civilization known 
to man. It has filled its natural boundaries 
and assumed the leadership of the free 
world. 

Patriotism is a thing to be nourished and 
cherished. However, there is a difference be
tween the true patriot and the fanatic. 

It is the true patriot who can see the real 
meaning of Francis Bellamy's pledge to the 
ideals of " ... One nation under God, indi
visible, with liberty and justice for all." 

He sees the real meaning of these national 
goals and undertakes to accomplish them 
through constructive criticism and sugges
tions for national betterment. 

HORTON SAYS THE BILL WOULD 
CHANGE FISCAL YEAR TO CALEN
DAR YEAR 

(Mr. HORTON asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
tmneous matter.) 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, I am in
troducing today a bill which will greatly 
improve the functioning of Congress as 
well as the entire Federal Government. 
This bill would establish the calendar 
year as the fiscal year of the U.S. Gov
ernment. 

As it now stands, Congress receives the 
President's budget late in January and 
is expected to take final legislative action 
by the beginning of the fiscal year, less 
than 6 months later, on July 1. This 
deadline is almost never met, since de
liberation on the details of a $200-billion
plus budget invariably requires longer 
than 6 months. 

In recent years, final approval of these 
measures has been reached later and 
later. Under my proposal, Congress would 
have the balance of the year to complete 
discussion and action on vital appro
priation matters since the new fiscal year 
would not begin until the following 
January 1. 

By giVIng appropriations approval 
prior to January 1, Congress would be 
assisting the fiscal planning of State leg
islatures and local governments, as well 

a.s improve the functioning of Federal 
agencies. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to share with 
my distinguished colleagues a column I 
wrote for the news media in October of 
181St year, which discusses this problem in 
further detail: 
CONGRESS MUST REVISE PROCEDURES TO FIGHT 

INFLATION AND PREVENT WASTE 
(By Congressman FRANK HORTON) 

The people of America have a right to ex
pect Congress to watch over the purse-strings 
of government, to set Federal spending pri
orities and to achieve balance in the budget 
without waste. Of all branches of govern
ment, Congress is closest to the people and 
it should be equipped to respond to demands 
for more efficient use of tax dollars and an 
end to inflation. 

At the present time, more and more of the 
responsibllity for government fiscal policy 
has fallen into the hands of the Executive 
Branch by default. The procedures Congress 
follows to make spending and budgeting de
cisions are far too disorganized and "stop
gap" to enable it to effectively plan and carry 
out a business-like plan for the government's 
$200 billion a year budget. 

As years have passed and Congress has 
failed to upda.te its appropriations proced
ures, more and more of the task of setting 
budgets straight and of setting spending pri
orities has shifted to the Budget Bureau, or 
what is now called the Office of Management 
and Budgeting. This is not where the respon
sib111ty belongs. Congress must adopt tax 
laws, set spending priorities and adopt ap
propriating legislation for every function of 
government. 

Where has Congress failed in its fiscal re
sponsib111ty and what steps can be taken to 
place these powers back into the hands of 
responsible representatives of the people? 

First of all, Congress has failed to recog
nize that national problems have grown so 
diverse and the Federal budget has grown so 
large that it is impossible for Congress to 
complete action on appropriations for the 
coming fiscal year between the months of 
February and June. Each year, the President 
submits his budget to Congress near the end 
of January-the budget which will go into 
effect in the fiscal year beginning July 1st of 
the same year. This means that Congress 
must sift through each spending item in 
hearings and prepare and pass through both 
the House and Senate about 14 massive ap
propriations bills-all before the 3oth of 
June. If Congress could accomplish this, then 
all Federal agencies and states and localities 
would know exa-etly how much is to be snent 
for each Federal function and program at 
the start of the fiscal year. This would per
mit a planned and well-organized implemen
tation of the budget. 

However, it has been many years since 
Congress has completed its appropriations 
work by the June 30 deadline. Unlike the 
earlier days of smaller budgets and six or 
seven month sessions of Congress, we now 
find ourselves considering legislation ten, 
eleven or twelve months a year. Frequently, 
less than half of the appropriations are acted 
upon before the beginning of the fiscal year
leaving Federal agencies and the taxpayer 
with stop-gap "continuing resolution" which 
enable programs to operate at the same level 
of the past year, until final action is taken 
on the spending legislation. 

Recognizing that this yearly appropriations 
lag made it impossible for Federal, state and 
local government to plan efficiently any of 
their programs which involve Federal funds, 
I proposed a change in the Federal fiscal year 
to the calendar year. Beginning the fiscal 
year on January 1st instead of July 1st would 
give Congress and the Executive more time 
for budget planning and for reviewing appro
priations and spending priorities. 

Spending bills enacted between the Presi
dent's budget message in January and the 
adjournment of Congress in the fall would 
not take effect until the first of the follow
ing year. There would be no need for stop
gap resolutions now needed to keep agencies• 
programs and payrolls going on a month-to
month basis. 

I first made this proposal in the 90th 
Congress-over three years ago. And each 
year since the performance of Congress in 
completing action on appropriations has 
been slower, less organized, and less suit
able to the task of accomplishing efficiency 
without inflation. 

While a change in the Federal fiscal year 
would give Congress the time it needs to 
make the fiscal decisions required in the 
1970's it is not the only reform that is 
needed. What is even more essential is a 
new procedure which will force Congress to 
make fiscal responsibility and budget bal
ancing a priority, along with the priorities 
we set for spending on particular programs. 

Present appropriations procedures place 
fiscal responsibility last on the priority list. 
In acting on individual spending bills, each 
house of Congress makes separate decisions 
as to whether more or less money should be 
allocated for each program than was budg
eted by the Administration. Through this 
procedure, we may add funds to a housing 
bill or subtract funds for a defense project 
or leave both as they were when approved 
in Committee or by the Executive. 

But there is no mechanism which forces 
Congress to look at the entire budget pic
ture at once, to determine if its spending 
priority decisions can be accommodated 
within a balanced budget. 

With the time pressure currently placed 
on Congress by the July fiscal year, the time 
is never taken to look back over all of the 
spending decisions on individual programs 
to see if they are in line with the year's ex
pected tax receipts, or even to see if they 
are in line with the spending ceilings Con
gress itself adopted earlier in the budgeting 
process. 

The result has been that Congress is rap
idly losing its power over spending priori
ties--because it has not exercised them in 
an organized or businesslike way. Congress 
places higher priority on one or more im
portant areas too often without regard for 
the overall spending result. 

My personal practice has been to balance 
"yes votes" for additional funds for high 
priority programs with "no votes" for spend
ing on low priority items-thus seeking a 
balanced budget. But the actions of Con
gress as a whole often do not reach a bal
anced result. More funds are added than 
subtracted from the Administration budget. 

This leaves the Administration with the 
job of holding up spending on programs 
which it determines should be cut back or 
it results in residential vetoes which place 
the President's priorities in opposition to 
those of Congress. 

Again, this is an example of where Con
gress, by faillng to adopt better fiscal pro
cedures, has ceded powers to the Executive 
by default--in this case, the powers over 
spending priorities. 

I have prepared a proposal which would 
help to put both the budget and the powers 
of Congress back into balance. The proposal 
is a simple one, and it will be adopted if 
Congress is serious about retaining some 
say over how citizens' tax dollars are spent. 

After all appropriations bills for the next 
fiscal year are passed and acted on in confer
ence committees, both Houses of Congress 
should measure the total amoUDJt appro
priated against the tota.l budget ceiling 
agreed upon by the House and Senate. Where 
the appropriations exceed the budget ceiling 
by a certain percentage--say two per cent-
then amendments to the individual spending 
bills should be prepared and enacted, re-
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ducing the total appropriation for each pro
gram by two per cent-the s-ame percentage. 
This is the only way the budget ce111ng 
can have any meaning-if Congress stays 
within it during the appropriation prt>cess. 
This is the only way that Congress can retain 
power over spending priorities, without hav
ing to remove funds, through veto or budget 
hold-backs, from program areas which Con
gress feels are of very high priority. 

To me the choice is clear. Either we adopt 
these reforms in the next Congress, and thus 
enSible our system to function effect! vely 
under the Constitution, with Congress con
trolllng the purse strings. Or, without such 
reforms, we will continue an era of budget 
waste, inflation and stop-gap measures, with 
Congress fumbling its fiscal powers away
along wllth the tax dollars of our citizens. 

HORTON SEEKS AMENDMENT FOR 
WOMEN'S RIGHTS 

<Mr. HORTON asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, I am In
troducing today a bill which will correct 
a problem that hras been ignored for 
many years; namely, achieving full legal 
opportunity for women. The discrimina
tion which presently exists in many pai"<ts 
of our economy-in responsibility, in 
salary, in esteem-cannot be justified by 
any reasonable standard. My bill would 
eliminate such violations of women's 
rights and make accessible to the ladies 
the opportunities and responsibilities 
they deserve. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to share with 
my colleagues an article I prepared for 
the news media in July 1970, which I 
feel further explains the needs for this 
legislation. 

While portions of this article pertain 
to actions of the 91st Congress, I feel 
they are still valid in view of the Senate's 
failure to follow our lead in adopting this 
important legislation last year. 

The article follows: 
WOMEN ASK FREEDOM To DEVELOP THEIR OWN 

POTENTIAL: HORTON SAYS EQUAL RIGHTS 
AMENDMENT WOULD AFFORD WOMEN FuLL 
EQUAL OPPORTUNITY 

"You've come a long way, baby," says a 
popular commercial referring to the status 
of women. Fifty years ago, women were not 
able ro vore, most of the JObs they held 
were in sweat shops, and they had no legal 
rights. 

Today, a lot has changed. However, the 
achievements of equal rights for women in 
all fields is still far from complete. There 
is undoubtedly discrimination against wom
en in our enlightened age-50 years after 
Susan B. Anthony of Rochester led the fight 
for women's suffrage. 

Women must be allowed to develop their 
individual potential. To help protect this 
right, I have joined with 245 other sponsors 
of the Equal Rights Amendment, H.J. Res. 
264, which would guarantee men and wom
en equal rights under the Constitution of 
the United States. 

This amendment would eliminate imoedi
ments to women's rights and afford women 
the opportunity to share equally with men 
the responsibilities of our modern society. 

Unfortunately, this amendment has been 
pending before the Judiciary Committee for 
47 years since 1923. It is certainly time for 
action. Several weeks ago, I signed a petition 
to discharge the House Judiciary Committee 
from further consideration of this amt:nd
ment and bring it to the floor of the House 
for consideration. 

I have been working for women's rights In 
several areas. In the near future, I will in
troduce a measure to end discrimination 
against female veterans. My bill would al
low a woman veteran who is taking 
advantage of the G.I. Bill to claim her hus
band as a dependent, just as a male vet
eran is a.ble to claim his wife as a dependent 
in computing education benefits. 

The need for this bill is illustrated by 
a constituent who is now attending Mon
roe Community College under the G.I. Bill. 
She served two years in the WAVES and 
receives less G.I. benefits than a married 
male veteran. After service to her country, 
she certainly deserves the same considera
tion. 

At the 50th Anniversary Conference of 
the Women's Bureau in June, Mrs. Elizabeth 
Duncan Koontz, Director of the Women's 
Bureau of the Department of Labor, empha
sized the desirability of enabling women to 
develop their potential. 

"If anyone were to ask me now in what 
direction I think American women should 
move." Mrs. Koontz said, "I would answer 
that their goal should be toward the fullest 
development of their own potential as in
dividuals and toward full participation in 
American life." 

Motherhood and childbearing are tremen
dously important roles for women, but as 
Mrs. Koontz said, "It is ridiculous to con
clude that this is the only role they should 
ever have in life, and that the first part 
of their lives must be spent in preparation 
for it and the last part in recollection of it." 

In our own area, Mrs. Marcia Ellington, 
wife of Dr. Mark Ell1ngton, president emeritus 
of R.I.T., organized and initiated "Woman 
Power" which has taken several steps toward 
ending discrimination and emphasizing the 
vital and necessary role of women in society. 
"Women Power" has spoken out on many 
controversial national issues where women 
previously had not voiced concern. 

My predecessor, Congresswoman Jessica 
Weis of Rochester, took full advantage of 
the opportunities open to her to become a 
national leader. On July 8th, Judy Wets 
Day, the "Susan B's" of Rochester honored 
her memory by pointing out the tremendous 
influence of such a woman on society. A 
leader in the effort to honor Mrs. Wets was 
New York State Regent Helen Power, and 
other area women, who along with the late 
Representative Weis, Rochester School Board 
President Dorothy Philips, and former State 
Assemblywoman, Mildred Taylor of Wayne 
County, have achieved positions of public 
leadership. 

In her May 7 testimony before the Sub
committee on Constitutional Amendments of 
the Senate Judiciary Committee, Virginia 
R. Allan, Chairman of the President's Task 
Force on Women's Rights and Responsibili
ties, said ratification of the Equal Rights 
Amendment would have a widespread effect 
on education. 

She told of women students in colleges 
being counseled not to pursue graduate 
study, having stiffer entrance requirements, 
the difference in job expectati.ons and sal
aries, and women's position in universities 
and colleges. 

"Where are women college presidents?" 
she asked. "If it were not for the Catholic 
women's colleges we could number them on 
one hand.'' 

Mrs. Jacqueline G. Gutwillig, Chairman of 
the Citizens' Advisory Council on the Status 
of Women, also testified in favor of the 
Equal Rights Amendment. She said young 
women volunteering for military service 
must have high school diplomas and must 
achieve higher scores on the education tests 
than the regular scores for men who are 
drafted. 

She also cited inequities in some states 
where women criminals serve longer prison 
sentences than men for the same crime. 

Mrs. Gutwillig emphasized that knowledge 

on the p!ltrt of men would eradicate some 
inequities. 

Men generally are not anti-women and 
may not consciously discriminate," she said, 
"but also may not be mindfUl of the effects 
on women of outmoded attitudes and pres
sures. The biggest obstacle to improvement 
in the status of women is lack of knowledge." 

While I am working for the elimination 
of discrimination against women, in reality, 
I am working for the end of all discrimina
tion. 

The opposite of prejudice is openness and 
opportunity. When people take a fresh look 
and abolish their preconceived and stereo
typed ideas of one group, they will be able 
to apply this perception to other groups. 

HORTON BILL REMOVES PENALTIES 
FOR SPORTS CHAMPIONS 

<Mr. HORTON asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, this year 
when the winners of the Nobel Prizes 
are announced, these cash awards and 
other prizes for high achievement in 
science, art, music, literature, and civic 
affairs will be excludable from gross in
come under section 74(b) of the Inter
nal Revenue Code. 

However, in a Nation which places 
great importance on physical fitness, 
teamwork, and sportsmanlike competi
tion, awards for athletic achievement 
are taxed as ordinary income. This is 
true even when the award, unlike the 
cash Nobel Prize, has no utilitarian value. 

Today, I am proposing a measure to 
add sports to the categories of awards 
excludable under section 74(b) of the 
Internal Revenue Code. This will in
clude athletic awards given for overall 
sports achievement, not the cash awards 
and trophies given for victory in a par
ticular contest or series of contests. 

This inequity in our Internal Reve
nue Code was brought to my attention 
by a tax court decision on the suit 
brought by Mr. Maurice Wills against 
the Commissioner of Internal Revenue 
after a deficiency claim had been as
serted against him for the 1963 tax year. 

This claim was asserted, Mr. Speaker, 
because Mr. Wills did not include in his 
taxable income several awards which he 
had been given as a result of outstand
ing performance as a baseball player 
with the Los Angeles Dodgers in 1963. 

Among these awards was the S. Rae 
Hickok belt, a jewel-studded belt which 
is presented each year to the national 
outstanding professional athlete. 

This coveted award is given in recogni
tion of overall excellence in athletic per
formance and achievement. Its value is 
primarily symbolic, recognizing the recip
ient as a champion among champions. 
Although the Hickok belt cost $10,000 to 
manufacture, it provides no direct fi
nancial gain to the recipient. 

Nevertheless, the tax court ruled that 
the recipient of the S. Rae Hickok belt 
was liable for tax on the value of the 
components of the belt. 

The effect of this decision, Mr. Speak
er, created a serious uncertainty about 
the taxability of all other amateur and 
professional sports awards. 

Even though the tax court decision cor
rectly interpreted the law as it is pres-
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ently written, I do not feel that our tax 
laws ever intended that athletic achieve
ment is to be discriminated from achieve
ment in other fields or that it was to 
penalize champion athletes through tax 
liability for nonutilitarian awards. 

When the purpose of the trophy is hon
orary and decorative, the payment of a 
tax on its component value imposes a 
serious financial burden upon its recip
ient. 

The bill I am introducing today would 
amend section 74 (b) of the Internal 
Revenue Code to include within its cover
age certain awards and prizes received 
by athletes. 

Section 74 (b) already excludes from 
gross income the value of certain prizes 
and awards granted in recognition of 
achievements in the fields of art, music, 
literature, religion, charity, science, and 
civic achievement. 

In addition, section 74(b) of the In
ternal Revenue Code requires that the 
recipient must not be required to render 
substantial future service as a condition 
precedent to receiving the award, or have 
entered into competition for the award. 

Mr. Speaker, my bill would extend this 
category to include sports awards with 
the same limitations and conditions. 
When an American athlete has lived up 
to the finest traditions of American 
sports and sportsmanship and excelled 
in his particular sport, he is an inspira
tion to millions of young, aspiring 
athletes. 

On February 1, the Hickok Manufac
turing Co., in Rochester, N.Y., is award
ing this year's S. Rae Hickok Belt. To 
require the winning athlete whoever he 
will be, to pay for the privilege of retain
ing his trophy is, in effect, discrimination 
in our tax laws. 

I feel this first day of the 92d Con
gress is a particularly fitting occasion to 
ask my colleagues to join with me in 
support of this bill to extend to our out
standing athletes the same privileges, 
honors, and tax benef..ts, that we extend 
to those who achieve national recogni
tion in the arts and sciences. 

HORTON CALLS FOR BLOCK-GRANT 
AID TO EDUCATION, AS PART OF 
ACTION ON REVENUE SHARING 
(Mr. HORTON asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, there has 
been much talk about reordering our 
national priorities, but little progress has 
been made in that direction. There has 
also been a great deal of publicity about 
revenue sharing in recent years, but, 
again, real progress in this direction has 
not been forthcoming. 

On this opening day of the 92d 
Congress, I am introducing a bill, the 
Federal-State Education Act of 1971, 
which serves both purposes. 

This legislation serves to assist and 
strengthen educational programs at all 
levels, providing school systems funds to 
improve both the quality and the di
versity of their educational programs. 

My bill provides for bloc grants to 
the States, increasing each year to 1975. 

These grants would be distributed 
based on a formula, which was drafted 
by the State Education Department in 
Albany, and which takes into account 
population and each State's level of edu
cational effort prior to the grant pro
gram. The States would be free to spend 
this money for any educational purpose, 
except that they are required by law to 
spend a minimum percentage, 20 per
cent, on programs for the disadvantaged 
youngster. 

The national cost of education is al
most 25 times today what it was 40 years 
ago. The need is imperative and Con
gress must acknowledge its responsibil
ity in this vital area. I urge my colleagues 
to support this legislation, so that we 
might truly begin to serve our domestic 
needs. 

MINORITY STAFFING 
<Mr. CLEVELAND asked and was 

given permission to extend his remarks 
at this point in the RECORD and to in
clude extraneous matter.) 

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, the 
act of the Democratic caucus binding 
Democratic Representatives to vote for 
repeal of the minority staffing provision 
which we enacted into law last fall is 
a shocking breach of faith, and in dis
regard of elementary fairness. It is dif
ficult for me to find the words to ade
quately express my feelings of outrage, 
disbelief, and regret at this unbelievable 
demonstration of raw political power at 
its worst. 

It is certainly understandable that im
portant and respected members of the 
Democratic Party disagree with the mi
nority staffing provisions. But it is in
credible to me that they should invoke 
a unit rule which binds all of their mem
bers to vote slavishly their wishes. Last 
fall the House leadership took a few 
limited steps to lift the shroud of secrecy 
surrounding House activities. Now they 
are back to their old tricks. They have 
gone into the secrecy of a smoke-filled 
room to reassert their power. 

The times cry out for reform. Indeed, 
it was in answer to this loud, clear call 
that we enacted the Legislative Reorga
nization Act of 1970 by a House vote of 
326 to 19. Now, even before the provi
sions of that admitted "one small step" 
have gone into effect, the power struc
ture of the Democratic Party has begun 
dismantling one of the bill's more mean
ingful provisions. One can only wonder, 
what next? 

It is perfectly true that the will of the 
majority rules in this great land of ours, 
as indeed it should. However, it is equal
ly true, and it is a cornerstone of our 
greatness, that the rights of the minor
ity must be jealously guarded and fear
lessly protected. To strip the minority 
party in the House of the protections of 
elementary fairness and assured staffing 
is like taking from the defendent in a 
court of law his right to counsel. It is to 
destroy the workings of a meaningful 
two-party system. Without the assur
ances of adequate staff, the minor
ity party is shackled in its efforts to per
form an effective and constructive role 
in these complicated and challenging 
times. 

Mr. Speaker, for the benefit of new 
Members and to refresh the memories of 
returning Members, I will include at the 
conclusion of my remarks the two days 
of debate devoted to the subject of mi
nority staffing last July 15 and 16. I real
ize that to do this is a somewhat for
lorn and pitiful gesture, because under 
the rules of the Democratic caucus, as 
they have been explained to me, all 
Members of the Democratic Party are 
bound to vote to repeal the minority 
staffing provisions. Debate cannot change 
their votes. Neither can their consciences 
nor senses of fairness change their votes. 

One can only wonder how many mem, 
bers of the Democratic caucus were hon
est enough to inform their constituents 
that they would consent to cast their 
votes in accordance with the wish of the 
majority and against their better judg
ment, their conscience, or the desires of 
their constituents. If unit voting will be 
used to oppress the minority on this is
sue, what else will it be used for? 

These Halls will be haunted for a long 
time by this almost incredible breach of 
democratic principles, and those of ele
mentary fairness. I find it particularly 
painful that an event like this should 
follow so closely the deeply impressive 
remarks of our leaders earlier in the pro
cedures today. Their moving statements 
in praise of this House are in sharp and 
dismal contrast to the shocking action 
taken by the Democratic caucus which 
has unfolded during the proceedings 
today. 

The debate on this matter which I al
luded to previously follows: 

[From the CONGRESSIONAL REcORD, 
July 15, 1970] 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. THOMPSON o:r 
NEW JERSEY 

Mr. THOMPSON Of New Jersey. Mr. Chair
man, I offer an am.endment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
"Amendment offered by Mr. THOMPSON of 

New Jersey; on page 23, line 15, strike out 
the words "and shall receive fair considera
tion in", and insert in lieu thereof the fol
lowing: "if they so request not less than one
third of the funds provided for." 

"And make the appropriate and necessary 
technical changes in the bill." 

(Mr. THoMPsoN of New Jersey asked and 
was given permission to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. THOMPSON Of New Jersey. Mr. Chair
man, I also have an amendment to page 73 
of the bill which I ask unanimous consent to 
be considered at this time, since the first 
amendment I offered relates to granting to 
the minority certain professional staff, and 
the other relates to the granting to the minor
ity of a certain percentage of the investiga
tive staff. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from New Jersey? 

Mr. SisK. Mr. Chairman, based upon the 
problems involved here inasmuch as the one 
amendment pertains to financing and the 
other has to do with staffing, I would neces
sarily have to object. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 
The gentleman from New Jersey 1s rec

ognized for 5 minutes in support of his 
amendment. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. Chair
man, this is a bipartisan amendment worked 
on principally by the gentleman from New 
Hampshire (Mr. CLEVELAND), myself, and 
some others. 

Very simply, this first amendment to page 
23, line 15, strikes out the words, "shall re-
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ceive fair consideration in" for the minority, 
and inserts "if they so request not less than 
one-third of the funds provided for." 

Now, in essence the effect is simple. The 
language, "shall receive fair consideration" is 
susceptible of a different interpretation in 
each and every committee because what 
might be considered fair in one committee 
might not be so considered in another com
mittee. Therefore the minority could pos
sibly, under the existing language which I 
hope to amend, be deprived of what I con
sider to be a very necessary right, the right 
to have a reasonable share of the staff. 

I might point out that the Committee on 
Education and Labor, which in my judgment 
has the most forward-looking rules of any 
committee in the House, has so provided for 
the minority over a period of years. It has 
worked out extremely well. Lt is conducive to 
a close working relationship between the 
majority and the minority. 

The minority is guaranteed under such 
provision the staff help that is necessary to 
prepare its work. 

It has been my experience on that com
mittee and on the subcommittees as well 
that this arrangement has brought about an 
extremely harmonious relationship between 
the majority and minority members. The 
preparation of the legislative work, the re
ports and the amendments and all of the 
work incident to the legislative process is 
much more efficient because of the fact of 
the minority having the staff and the co
operation between the minority and the 
majority. 

Mr. ScHWENGEL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. I yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. ScHWENGEL. I am very interested in 
this amendment and have pursued this prob
lem for some years as the gentleman from 
New Jersey knows. 

The minority cannot be an effective mi
nority unless they have the wherewithal. 
One of the things we have not had is ade
quate staffing-and we have not had ade
quate staffing because we have not had ade
quate funds. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. In other 
words, the gentleman from Iowa supports 
the amendment? 

Mr. ScHWENGEL. Yes, I do. I have some 
questions, if I may. 

Mr. THOMPSON Of New Jersey. I yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. ScHWENGEL. Your amendment reads, 
"at least one-third," is that what I under
stand? 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. No, it reads 
"not less than one-third." There is a very 
distinct difference. 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. This sa.ys "not less than 
one-third," and as I would interpret it, it 
could mean more than one-third? 

Mr. THOMPSON of New J~rsey. Obviously. 
Mr. SCHWENGEL. That is what I wanted to 

have clear for the record because I had an 
idea about this and my bill would provide 
up to 40 percent, at the request of the 
minority. But this is a step in that direction. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. This says 
"not less than one-third" which is going to 
be an awful lot better than an attempt to 
enlarge it in the statutory language. 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. If the gentleman will yield 
further, I want to commend the gentleman 
and I support him. I think we are making 
a very fine forward step here in improving 
the legislative process. I join him in his ef
fort to get the amendment passed. 

Now--one further question. This comes at 
the request of the minority, so that it does 
not interfere with a committee that has a 
completely bipartisan arrangement. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. That is quite 
so. 

Mr. ScHWENGEL. I just want to clear those 
two points. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. THOMPSON Of New Jersey. I yield to 
the distinguished gentleman from New York 
(Mr. CELLER). 

But first, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that I may proceed for 3 additional 
minutes. 

The CHAmMAN. Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAmMAN. The gentleman from New 

Jersey is recognized for 3 additional min
utes. 

Mr. CELLER. Suppose we have a House-
and I am not going to mention parties-but 
suppose we have a House where one party 
has let us say 300 Members and there are 
135 Members of the other party . Would the 
proportion be the same--one-third to the 
minority and two-thirds to the majority 
despite that disproportion of t he numbers? 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Yes. 
Mr. CELLER. Why would that be so? 
Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. In circum

stances like that, I should think the minority 
would need even additional protection. 

Mr. CELLER. Additional protection? 
Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Yes. 
Mr. CELLER. Who is going to be in control? 
Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. The major-

ity, under the rules of the House, and as
suming that there is some degree of party 
discipline always in control in that situa
tion if there is a majority of one or more 
than one. I think it will be greater in the 
next Congtess. 

Mr. CELLER. I am not speaking in any par
tisan manner, but certainly if one particular 
party has a preponderant number of the 
Members, how can that party be properly 
served if they are going to have a miniscule 
number of the staff? 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. If the dis
tinguished gentleman from New York will 
look carefully, as I see this thing, we are 
talking about the one-third, and not any of 
the statutory employees at this point-but 
not less than one-third of the investigating 
employees. 

Mr. CELLER. I understand but I do not think 
you have to have a situation as inflexible 
as you indicate. Of course, we all speak from 
our own experience. In my own committee, 
we have not the slightest bit of trouble and I 
am very generous in parceling out the num
ber of clerks, investigative staff and so forth. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. I am sure the 
gentleman always is. 

Mr. CELLER. Would it not be better to leave 
the discretion with the chairmen them
selves? 

Mr. THOMPSON Of New Jersey. No, I do not 
think so, and had I obtained unanimous con
sent to discuss the amendment relating to 
the committee professional staff which really 
ties in with this, I would explain that this 
would do the same thing for the minority, 
and we are going to take another look at the 
language before we get to page 73. But the 
purport of these two amendments is essen
tially to guarantee to the minorit y party cer
tain staff people, and under the amendments 
a majority of the majority on a committee 
will hire their employees and the majority 
of the minority will hire the minority em
ployees. 

Mr. GRoss. Mr. Chairman, will the gent le
man yield? 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. I yield to the 
gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GRoss. I have not consulted with my 
good friend and colleague from Missouri, but 
I wonder if the amendment would do any
thing for the minority of the minority. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. It could not 
hurt. After all, you are in pretty bad shape 
now, and any remote possibility might help 
you and your distinguished personal physi
cian, the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. 
HALL). 

Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposi
tion to the amendment. I guess we are get
ting down to the meat of the coconut, as I 
mentioned yesterday. The amendment which 
is now pending before us is of considerable 
importance if we are really interested in 
passing legislation, if we are interested in 
making progress in connection With proce
dures of the House, and I think Members have 
been. I think that the debate has gone very 
well, and personally I was most impressed 
with the attendance on the floor yesterday 
and the interest shown by Members, the tone 
of the debate, and the discussion. Yester
day some amendments were adopted; some 
were defeated. Again, I think tha t was an 
excellent demonstration of the House work
ing its will. 

But we we are now coming to some issues 
that, 1f I may be permitted to say so, are 
pretty important issues, and basically de
pending on how we handle these issues the 
ultim ate status or fate of this legislation 
could very well be determined. 

The whole question of minority staffing, of 
the rights and privileges Of the minority un
der the Rules of the House was discussed 
at great length by your subcommittee. I 
frankly admit that we do not possess all 
wisdom, and I am sure none of the mem
bers of the subcommittee or Of the Rules 
Committee itself would claim that we did. 
We were dealing with a very difficult subject. 
Very frankly, whatever we did would be too 
much for members of one party, in all prob
ability; in all probability whatever we did 
would be not enough for members of the 
other party. 

I made a remark on one occasion that I 
understood that the party in the minority 
today was making quite an effort to win con
trol of the House. Therefore, I assume that 
sometime in the future they expected to be 
the majority party, and therefore, keeping 
that in mind, I think that this amendment 
and possibly some others along this line 
should be of just as much concern to the 
members of the Republican Party as such 
amendments are to the Democratic Party. 
The mere fact that the situation for the past 
16 years has been one in which the Demo
cratic Party has been in control and the 
Republican Party has been the minority may 
or may not continue. That, again, is up to 
the will of the people. 

Of course, I suppose that if any change 
should occur this next January, those of us 
on our side would be most happy to have an 
amendment of this kind, because apparently 
it is unlimited. In essence, according to the 
statements made by the distinguished gen
tleman offering the amendment, the amount 
could go up to almost any amount which 
would be set aside specifically and completely 
for the use of the minority. In no event could 
it be less than one-third. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chrairman, will the gentle
man yield? 

Mr. SisK. I yield to the distinguished ma
jority leader. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
gentleman from California for yielding. 

Of course, this is a subject on which there 
has been a great deal of discussion in recent 
years. If I recall correctly, the 1946 reorga
nization act undertook to set up a. nonpar
tisan committee for the staffs. That a.ctlon 
was first implemented by the Both Congress, 
which was under Republican control. I can
not speak for all the committees, but I can 
for some of the committees. Most of the top 
people that were selected were selected by 
the Republican chairman and usually with 
the advice and agreement of the ranking 
Democratic Members. Many of those who 
were selected were outstanding men and 
women and are still serving their committees 
after an these years, and I have not heard 
any complaint about them. 

I know we ought to protect the rights of 
the minority, but I just wonder if-and the 
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gentleman and his fine committee in their 
work have gone into this question-the time 
has come when we should depiU't from the 
principle of a professional as against a par
tisan type staff and go into one where staffs 
might be divided into opposing camps. 

Mr. SrSK. Let me say, Mr. Cha.lrman, I 
deeply appreciate the comments of our ma
jority leader. 

I wish to say that if I have said something 
in my earlier remarks that may sound par
tisan, I did not mean them in that way, be
cause I firmly and frankly believe this is a 
matter we should all deal with in as bipar
tisan an approach as possible. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman 
from California has expired. 

(On request of Mr. WAGGONNER, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. SrsK was allowed to 
proceed for 5 additional minutes.) 

Mr. SrsK. Mr. Oha.irman, I recall very well 
I came to the Congress 16 years ago when the 
Democratic Party became the majority party, 
after the preceding 83d Congress under the 
control of the Republican Party, and the 
committee on which I requested assignment 
and was fortunate enough to be assigned on 
that occasion had a very excellent profes
sional staff selected under what I under
stand was the intent of the 1946 Reorgani
zation Act. It was a professional staff. It was 
bipartisan. I might say there WaD not one 
single member of that professional staff 
changed during the first or even the second 
year of Democratic control of that particular 
committee. Again it seems to me it was being 
carried on in the spirit of the 1946 act. 

I would hope and trust, although the 
committee has gone a little way here in 
working with our good friend and my dis
tinguished colleague, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. SMrrH) and others in recog
nizing certain concerns in connection with 
the minority problems and the minority 
needs, that we do not run away here and 
sink the ship, because really what this does-
and this, in my opinion, goes back to the old 
era of political hacks, and that is eD.Ctly 
what we had in connection with most com
mittee staffs before 1946. If that is what we 
wish to return to of course, we could go down 
that road, but I do not believe the Members, 
either Republicans or Democrats, desire to 
do that. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, Will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SrsK. I yield to the gentleman frolh 
Louisiana. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

This subject, like all others in this re
organization proposal, is a coin with two 
sides. I think through the yee.rs, sitting on 
the House Committee on Administration 
Subcommittee on Accounts, where the com
mittee chairmen, majority and minority, 
come for their investigative money and in
vestigative funds for the year, we have found 
that there is a great deal of discrepancy or 
variation from committee to committee. We 
also have found a great deal of divisiveness 
between the committees, because their prac
tices are so different. I have been the No. 1 
defender on the committee of what we are 
doing in allocating staff members but I have 
some doubts as to the pending amendment. 

We are coming to the point, it seems to 
me, when something must be done to pro
tect the minority and to provide for some 
staff members. Something is going to have 
to be done but I am not convinced that th!ls 
is the way to go. 

I have mixed feelings about this pro
posal. As a committee member of the Sub
committee on Accounts, we have heard a 
diversity of opinion from committee to com
mittee, to believe that we are going to have 
to take some positive action to protect the 
minority. 

It was amusing when the gentleman from 

New Jersey spoke a minute ago, as to the 
example given of a House which had 300 
Members of one party and 135 Members of 
the other party, that perhaps under those 
circumstances they needed more protection 
and more assistance than under any other. 

This is not an argument without two sides. 
I personally believe every staff member 
should assist any Member any time and un
der any circumstances, but it just does not 
seem we are moving in that direction. 

Mr. SISK. I appreciate the comments of 
my good friend from Louisiana. 

Of course, I have not had these experiences. 
I have served, I believe, on eight or nine 
different legislative committees and proce
dural committees, including the committee 
on which I am a member now, and I have 
enjoyed the services of good professional 
staff, of people dedicated to the job, of people 
who work for Republicans or work for Demo
crats as the case might be. 

As I say, it was my understanding that 
was the spirit and intent of the 1946 act. I 
would hope that we do not here take a posi
tion to totally reverse that stiuation. Cer
tainly to me, if we are going to divide the 
funds, that is exactly what we are going to 
do. 

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment. 

This amendment is one of the bipartisan 
amendments referred to on several occasions 
here, as shown in the extension of remarks 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, VOlume 116, 
part 18, .page 24009. The REcoRD .shows a copy 
of the amendment, with the principal spon
sors ·besides myself and Congressmen THoMP
soN of New Jersey, ScHWENGEL, and WAGGON
NER. There is a group of other Members who 
also sponsored this amendment. They are: 
Messrs. COUGHLIN, CRANE, DELLENBACK, 
DENNIS, ERLENBORN, HOGAN, KErrH, KUYKEN• 
DALL, LUKENS, MAcGREGOR, MAYNE, MORSE, 
RIEGLE, ROTH, STEIGER of Wisconsin, WINN, 
and WYDLER. 

The amendment, which was printed in the 
RECORD at that tl.me, failed to include the 
words I suggested to the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. THOMPSON). He has included 
them. Those words are, "if they so request." 

I want to make very clear that I also serve 
with the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. 
WAGGONNER), on the Committee on House 
Administration. It is not always that the 
minority party wlll request more than one 
or two staff members. There are some com
mittees where there is no difference between 
the two parties insofar as staff members are 
concerned. 

The majority leader made a remark about, 
suggesting we may be getting away from a 
totally professional staff? The answer is, in 
some committees no, but in other committees 
yes. 

In my own Committee on Public Works 
we have been desperately trying to get 
needed additional staff, which we would cer
tainly make available to the majority, but 
we in the minority feel we need them. An ex
ample, you a.sk? I wlll give an example. The 
Public Works Committee now deals with Ap
palachia and deals with economic develop
ment. We are in fields where we need the 
services of economists and we need the serv
ices of statisticians, and we do not have 
them. We are traditionally a dam building, 
publlc works type of committee, but now we 
have gotten into other fields and we need 
new expertise an'd we are not getting it. 

We have to consider water pollution, which 
1s a hot ticket, as Members know, but we 
have been able to get only one real expert 
in that field. 

There ls a desperate need for the minority 
to be more adequately staffed, 1! they re
questit. 

Mr. Chairman, I could discuss the need for 
increased minori.ty staffing at some length. 

In the general debate on Monday, I dis-

cussed the book: "We Propose: A Modern 
Congress, '• with selected proposals by the 
House Republican Task Force on Congres
sional Reform and Minority Staffing, of 
which I was chairman. My own chapter in 
that book details the case for increased mi
nority staffing. In that chapter I offered sup
port for the proposiltion that came from 
many political scientists and distinguished 
members of the majority party of this body, 
such as Representa.tive JOHN S. MONAGAN 
and Representative DavidS. King. 

Time does not permit me to present the 
ellltire case here, but I submit that the ce.se 
is a strong one which has won wide and 
well deserved support. 

It is difficult for me to conceive of any 
congressional reform bill worthy of the name 
that does not absolutely assure to the minor
ity a reasoiUllbly adequate staff. 

I want to make clear that in some com
mittees the majority is already being very 
generous, and there is no need for this man
date written into the rules of the House. 

However, as the Senator from Louisiana 
(Mr. WAGGONNER) pointed OUt, unfortu
nately, in some of the other committees sad 
experience has shown that without this type 
of relief you are stripping the minority of 
what should be a very important right. 

Let me point out something else here. The 
gentleman from California (Mr. SrsK), the 
very distinguished chairman of the com
mittee, expressed a little surprise yesterday 
about what happened in connection with 
proxy voting. Now, if you go back and do 
your homework on the Legislative Reorga
nization Act of 1967, you will find that there 
are not too many surprises coming along. 
Many of these things were carefully con
sidered by that Joint Committee on Reor
ganization of the Congress. Minority staffing 
was carefully considered by the joint com
mittee. Two years of hearings and thou
sands of pages of testimony, with political 
scientists from every shade of the spectrum, 
from all over the country, testified before 
that joint committee. Many members testi
fied. The record wlll show that that com
mittee came up with a very strong, solid 
recommendation in this area of guarantee
ing to the minority certain staffing priv
ileges. It is the guts of the two-party sys
tem and the guts of the legislative system. 
If you will turn to page 22 of the report 
of that joint committee, you wlll find it 
right there in writing. We should do great 
harm if we turn our back on the hard work 
done by that joint committee, and an ex
tension of that work is what I understand 
is being done here. You have told me pub
licly, Mr. SrsK, that your committee was 
building on the findings of that committee 
and not going over the whole area. all over 
again. 

Mr. SrsK. Mr. Chairman, wm the gentle
man yield? 

Mr. CLEVELAND. Certainly. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. SrsK. I think, yes, that statement 
is stlll true. We did use a lot of that ma
terial. But to get it straight, the gentleman 
is not saying that S. 355 had language such 
as here proposed in connection with the di
vision of committee funds? 

Mr. CLEVELAND. I am sorry. I did not get 
the gentleman's point. 

Mr. SISK. The gentleman is not saying that 
s. 355 proposed a division of the funds 
such as 1s proposed here in the amendment 
we are now considering. We recognize mi
nority staffing, of course. 

Mr. CLEVELAND. This amendment does go 
just one step further, because it pertains to 
investigatory staffing for committees which 
come before the Committee on House Ad
ministration, but in the professional com
mittees it guaranteed one-third of it to the 
minority. All this does is--
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman 

has expired. 
(By unanimous consent, Mr. CLEVELAND 

was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
min utes.) 

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
inquire of the gentleman from California 
(Mr. SISK), if I have been responsive to his 
question. 

Mr. SisK. I appreciate the gentleman yield
ing. 

Let me say that nowhere in S. 355 do I 
find any language with reference to a divi
sion of funds as provided here where actually 
the minority party could get 50 percent or, I 
suppose, 75 percent of the funds, at least, if 
some committee chose to give it to them. 
In other words, there is a floor of one-third 
and an unlimited amount above that. Noth
ing in this bill has anything like that. It is 
recognizing Ininority staffing as your sub
committee recognized it in the findings that 
it proposed. 

Mr. CLEVELAND. There is a difference here 
because this amendment offered by Mr. 
THOMPSON and myself and others has to do 
with the so-called investigatory staff of com
mittees. But listen to what the report says 
on the st anding staff. Here it is. This is page 
21 from that report of the Joint Committee 
on the Organization of the Congress: 

"The language of section 202 with respect 
to the appointment of professional staff 
without regard to political a11lliations shall 
be retained and emphasized. However, at 
least two of the authorized professional staff 
positions--" 

And there were six authorized, so that is 
two out of the six or one-third-
"and one clerical position shall be appointed 
and assigned to the minority on request." 

Mr. SisK. All right. Is that not exactly or 
just about what we are providing in our bill? 

Mr. CLEVELAND. That is correct except that 
we are extending it to the investigatory staff, 
which is just as important. 

Mr. SISK. Yes. And, of course, as the gentle
man knows, there was a request to combine 
this amendment with the other matter per
taining to professional staff. I recognize here 
we are talking about funds for investigating 
staffs, but they were also attempting to con
nect it to the other. We do require and pro
vide in this legislation-and I hope we will 
continue it under any set of circmnstances--: 
whatever we give would certainly provide 
that a majority shall control that staff in the 
final analysis. 

Mr. CLEVELAND. That. excuse me, is a de
parture from the Reorganization Act of 1967 
and insofar as you have taken that position 
you have retreated from the Legislative Re
organization Act of 1967 and I think that is 
wrong. 

Mr. SisK. If the gentleman will yield fur
ther, of course there is no Reorgani2'18.tion 
Act of 1967. There was some proposed legisla
tion. 

Mr. CLEVELAND. It passed the Senate by a 
vote of 75 to 9. 

Mr. SISK. As the gentleman knows it never 
cleared the committee on this side and I 
might say that some of the things that were 
contained therein, as my good friend knows, 
affected its clearing the House of Representa
tives. I appreciate my friend's concern and 
I am sympathetic with his position. However, 
we have gone down the road with you in this 
blll and I think we have gone further than 
some people realize. 

Mr. FRAZER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike 
the requisite number of words. 

(Mr. FRAZER asked and was given permis
sion to revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. FRAZER. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me 
that as we consider an amendment of this 
kind, we face a trade o1f that is inevitable in 
all of the amendments we are considering. 
There is no amendment to any of these 
bills that does not tend to tip the bs.lance 

one way or the O'ther, to gain something and 
lose something. But I would make the ob
servation, based upon my relatively short 
time in the House of Representatives, that 
what 1s proposed through the adoption of 
this amendment has not been the practice in 
the House. I know that "professionalism" is 
sometimes interpreted to be inconsistent with 
pa.rtisa.nship. I think that is an erroneous 
point of view. On the committees on which 
I serve, contrasting points of view on the 
part of the staff are very important if not 
vital in making our committee work more 
effective. I would judge it important that the 
minority have the right to have professional 
ste.1fs who may have points of view different 
from the professional Sltaff that may be re
tained by the majority. In no C11Se does this 
amendment deprive the Ininority and the 
majority from working together in develop
ing the kind of staff to best fill the needs of 
the committee. This is designed to provide 
a minimum protection from the minority 
point of view. I would hope that the Demo
ore.tic side would never be forced to rely 
upon that protection as a Ininority. However, 
I think it is well to establish that principle. 

I think, on balance, this is a wise and ju
dicious amendment which I hope Will have 
the suppoiit of the committee. 

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRAZER. I yield to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin. 

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I app.reciate the 
gentleman's yielding and I wish to commend 
the gentleman upon the statement which 
he has made, along with the remarks of the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. THOMPSON). 

May I ask the gentleman from Minnesota 
for cLarification on the statement made by 
the distinguished majority leader, the gentle
man from Oklahoma (Mr. ALBERT). These 
funds for which this amendment is intended 
are not the funds provided under the 1946 
Reorganization Act; that is, the so-called 
professional staff? 

Mr. FRASER. This amendment does not af
fect that staff. We will come to that later. 
All this affects are the funds adopted by the 
Committee on House Administration for in
vestigative professionals. 

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. The Committee 
on Education and Labor, for example, has a 
breakdown of about 60-40 and I see no rea
son why the minority should have 75 percent 
of the funds. I am sure the majority would 
not allow that to happen. I would hope, how
ever, that the record is clear that this amend
ment does not go to the 1946 Reorganization 
Act professional staff. 

Mr. FRAsER. I used the term "professional" 
in the general sense and not in the technical 
sense. I agree that we are dealing with inves
tigative staffing but I think, in fact, that 
often these funds are used for our profes
sional people and they are retained for as
sistance to the committee members. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle
man yield? 

Mr. FRASER. I am glad to yield to the dis
tinguished majority leader. 

Mr. ALBERT. Of course, what the gentleman 
has said is technically correct. I was talking 
about the spirit and intent of the act. I think 
that was intended with respect to all staffs. 
That is my recollection of it. But, beyond 
that I think the statement which has been 
made by the distinguished gentleman from 
Minnesota (Mr. FRASER) is very good. 

And he has viewpoints that are very fine 
and sound. That is one of the things that 
bothers me about this, but I think this is 
primarily the function of the Members, and 
I think the professional--and I use it in a 
broad sense--is primarily to function as a 
staff. 

Mr. FRAsER. I thank the majority leader. 
I can only say in my own experience that a 
good staff person who holds strong points 

of view and is well qualified, can be of enor
mous assistance to Members in suggesting 
questions and presenting viewpoints, so that 
I think diversity is of help to the committee. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I move to strlke 
the requisite number of words, and I rise in 
favor of the amendment. 

As one who has received requests of indi
vidual Members and chairmen for a number 
of years, I would like to put this whole thing 
in a little different context. To me this is not 
a partisan matter, it is not a matter of rep
resentation of one party or the other. It is 
a matter of getting adequate staffing for a 
committee. 

In case No. 1 you have a co:mm;lttee which 
does not have an adequate staff to perform 
its functions for either the majority or the 
minority. We have had chairmen who have 
simply refused to add additional st aff mem
bers. We have had those committees in which 
the chairman-and I am speaking from ex
perience here, and not from fancy-we have 
had other chairmen who have had a sta1f 
which was unavailable to either majority or 
minorit y members. We have had extra staff
ing situations in which a chairman has as 
many as 32 consultants doing work for that 
chairman of the committee, committee work 
and legitimate committee work, about which 
only the chairman knew, and not even the 
majority members knew, only the chairman 
knew what they were working for on the 
committee. 

I view this as an opportunity to get ade
quate staffing for all members of the com
mittee, regardless on which side of the aisle 
they sit. And to the extent that we provide 
that adequate staff, I think thds is an excel
lent amendment, and I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike 
the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I view this pretty much in 
the same sense as the previous speaker did. 
OUt of the 22-year term that I have served, 
at one time, I served 18 of them as a minor
ity leader, and the first 12 years of that 
period we operated somewhat like the loose 
screws we operate here insofar as staffing for 
the minority is concerned. 

I finally convinced the majority they ought 
to set up some kind of a staffing procedure 
for the Ininority. 

This House would be surprised if they 
knew how much easier the work became be
tween the minority and the majority lead
erships when the staffs were given to the 
minority on the cominittees, as well as a sta1f 
provided for the minority leadership. 

Even today I personally believe thwt we 
have on the Cominittee on Education and 
Labor, and any of its autonomous cominit
tees, better understanding, and I do nO't be
lieve that they would contradict what I say 
in that the work of the subcommittees and 
the work of the full committee is often
times expedited because the minority is 
given a significant, self-appointed staff 
membership of their own based on some
where near the percentages the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. THOMPSON). has in 
this particular amendment. 

The function of being a legislator demands 
certain knowledge that you cannot get if it 
is going to be a question Of always having to 
rely on a person who is not in some way 
allied to your viewpoint. If we did not have 
different viewpoints there would be no dif
ference between our political parties. The 
Republicans have to have a philosophy some
what different than ours, and Democrnts of 
course have a philosophy of their own. So 
there is no reason why their staff members 
should not be in the committee meetings, 
and in the markup meetings and everything 
else, as they are for those in the majority, 
and give the viewpoints that they know and 
that they are able to give, based upon the 
philosophical differences in legislative en
actments. 
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I would say that it would be a big mistake 

if this House today did not take advantage 
of an opportunity of establishing a sound 
principle in this legislative body of giving 
the minority a. staff to work with that under
stands the minority viewpoint. 

I might say very frankly to you that the 
minority staff of my own subcommittee that 
I can speak for, and I believe for the others, 
is very helpful in the work done when we 
get down to the nitty gritty parts of really 
writing the legislation and what is going to 
be presented to this House. Many times these 
staff people work way into the night trying 
to get the langua.ge that meets the desire of 
the minority as well as the majority needs 
and desires. 

I would beg of you to give very serious 
consideration to this and not try to hide the 
issue by saying it will be partisan. 

I do not believe the minority members of 
our Committee on Education and Labor are 
any more partisan than any of the other 
committees' minorities are, or majorities are, 
whether they get the staff or they do not get 
the staff. Partisanship is what causes elec
tions to have to happen and you cannot wipe 
away partisanships by denying proper staff
ing to a committee. 

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

(Mr. HARVEY asked and was given permis
sion to revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, I have ex
pressed many times since I have been in 
here in the House the hope that if, and 
when, my own party takes control of this 
House that this would be the first act that 
they would perform-that is to be generous 
and allot a specific standard insofar as al
lowance of staffing is concerned. 

Today we have an opportunity to do that 
while the party in which I belong is still in 
the minority. The spirit of fairness de
mands it. 

I have heard many references here at this 
time by our more senior members and some 
in the leadership to the Republican controlled 
8oth Congress and to that time many years 
ago when the reorganization bill was passed. 
But the facts of the matter are very simple, 
Mr. Chairman. The facts of the matter are 
that within the last 40 years the Republicans 
have only controlled the Congress in 4 of 
those years, or in two Congresses. 

The facts of the matter are that in most 
staffs, I would say in all of the legislative 
staffs, the investigatory members are not bi
partisan. Those who are hired to investigate 
know who control the pursestrings. They 
know who has the power to hire and fire. 
The minority cannot do its job unless it is 
allotted a specific number of persons. The 
standard of one third is fair and reasonable. 

In my years in the Congress, I have con
cluded that this subject is widely misunder
stood by the people back home. They seem to 
think that the person they elect and send 
down here regardless of his party or regard
less of whether he serves in the minority or 
the majority can perform equally as well as 
any other person they send down here. 

I hate to confess to my people that this is 
not true. We, in the minority party have not 
over the years, and do not now have adequate 
staff and the necessary staff to do this in 
many cases. 

I heard it mentioned by the chairman of a 
committee, for whom I have the greatest re
gard, that my party might possibly get as 
much as 75 percent under the words that 
are used in the bill. I would say to him with 
all respect, I think this is a joke. In all the 
years I have been here, I have never seen 
anything even approaching such an award, 
nor in the time I have served on the Com
mittee on House Administration have I seen 
any such figure approaching such an award. 
I cannot conceive of it. 

Mr. SisK. Mr. Chalrman, will the gentleman 
yield 

Mr. HARVEY. I am glad to yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. SisK. I would agree with the gentleman 
on that and I would doubt seriously that it 
would happen anyway, and the language that 
is here before the House would preclude that, 
as the gentleman would very frankly admit; 
would he not? 

Mr. HARVEY. I WOuld admit it but the gen
tleman would agree with me, I am sure, that 
there is nothing in the language which would 
assure the minority of getting 5 or 10 percent. 
It would depend on what the gentleman's 
spirit of fairness might construe it to mean. 

Mr. SISK. Will the gentleman yield further? 
Mr. HARVEY. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. SISK. It is my understanding that it 

guarantees one-third-not less than one
third? 

Mr. HARVEY. This is what we are specifically 
asking for-the investigative personnel. That 
is what I am talking about. 

Mr. SisK. If the gentleman will yield fur
ther for the purpose of making a correction
and I am sure the gentleman did not mean to 
leave the wrong impression-but a little 
while ago I understood he referred to what 
the joint committee did. The joint commit
tee made no recommendation in connection 
with the investigative staff, in connection 
with minority hiring or minority rights. They 
did discuss the subject in connection with 
professional staffing, as we have in this bill, 
but I think we should keep that matter in 
perspective. 

Mr. HARVEY. I am sure the gentleman will 
have ample time to answer that statement. 
I just want to close by saying I believe a 
spirit of fairness should compel adoption of 
the amendment. I want to applaud those on 
the other side of the aisle, some of whom I 
have had the pleasure of serving with on the 
House Administration Committee, and the 
others as well who have spoken for this par
ticular amendment. 

During my time in Congress I have served 
on four committees: The Committee on Pub
lic Works, the Committee on Banking and 
Currency, the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, and the Committee on 
House Administration. Those committees 
cover a variety of subjects. I have seen the 
allotment of staff abused over and over again, 
and I have often considered how our work 
could have been that much better if the staff 
had been available. I hope the House will see 
fit to adopt the amendment. 

Mr. HoLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op
position to the amendment. 

(Mr. HoLIFIELD asked and was given per
mission to revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. HoLIFIELD. Mr. Ohairma.n, we are faced 
here today with a very practical question. 
The question is, Who has the responsibility 
for the legislative program of the House? The 
people of this country make their choice 
when they choose as President a member of 
one political party for service in the execu
tive branch. He has the responsib111ty for 
the program of the executive branch. Only 
recently the President asked for and received, 
under Reorganization Plan No.2, 90 political 
appointees in the Office of the President for 
the express purpose of studying programs and 
setting priorities on those programs for fund
ing and implementation, programs which the 
Congress has authorized. 

In the legislative branch the majority 
party, whichever it may be, has the respon
sibility for producing the legislative program 
which their party stands for and their party 
platform stands for. In order to do that, they 
have traditionally been given, whether it was 
a Republican administration in power or a 
Democratic administration, they have been 
given the privilege of appointing the staffs 
of the different committees. 

Speaking from my own personal experience 
as Chairman for 6 years of the Joint Commit
tee on Atomic Energy, there is no Republican 
member of that committee who can rise and 

accuse me of partisanship in the setting of 
staff. The staff have the explicit order from 
me as Chairman to respond to every inquiry 
and to give every assistance to the minority 
members that they have given to the ma
jority. 

In my Subcommittee on Military Opera
tions of the House Committee on Govern
ment Operations the same identical direction 
is given to the staff. I have never had a mem
ber of the minority party come to me and say 
that the staff did not respond to their request 
and did not try to serve them. 

Frequently I have consulted with the mi
nority and got their approval of different 
members who were put on the staff, but I 
could not tell you today if I was requested, 
the political affiliation of the members of my 
staff. I have never asked them. I do not hire 
them on that basis. They are hired on the 
basis of professional competence, and I ex
pect them to serve the committee and to 
serve the majority program of the majority 
party in putting the emphasis on the legisla
tion which is being developed. But this task 
of majority program implementation does 
not preclude them from giving reasonable 
professional service to the minority. 

The amendment that has been offered by 
Mr. THOMPSON would actually give exclusive 
staff to the minority in addition to the gen
eral staff which is provided for under the 
Reorganization Act of 1946. 

I assume that the minority staff would 
serve the minority members only. 

If that be the case, would the minority 
members cease requesting service from the 
general professional staff and the two-thirds 
"investigative" and "clerical" staff hired by 
the chairman and assigned to the various 
subcommittees? 

Would a sharply divided staff responsible 
to the minority party and its different politi
cal philosophy, result in staff division and 
staff dissension? 

Frankly, I do not know what the result 
would be. But I do know that it would make 
the majority party's task of discharging their 
responsibility more difficult. 

I was here in the 80th Congress, and I was 
here in the 83d Congress, and I lived under 
the rules of that time when the House was 
controlled by the Republicans and I made no 
protest. 

I say that the responsib1llty in the execu
tive branch belongs to the President, and he 
has the right to fire every political nonclas
sified employee that he wants to--and there 
have been many of them who have walked 
the plank voluntarily or by request. I go 
along with that. 

In the legislative branch the majority 
has the legislative responsibility. The legis
lative game is not a croquet game or a pink 
tea tennis game. This is a game where we are 
legislatively oarrying out the mandate of the 
people in the :espective branches of Gov
ernment, whether it be the executive or the 
legislative, and there is bound to be some 
conflict between the philosophies on both 
sides of the aisle. I say when the majority is 
Republication, they should control the tools 
to put the program which the people have 
approved by electing them into effect, and I 
say when the Democrats are in power that 
they have to program legislation on the basis 
of their platform pledges, their programs, 
and their policies, and they should have the 
right to have the control of the tools to put 
their philosophy into effective legislative 
form. 

With due rega rd to fairness and with due 
regard to the rights of the minority, I be
lieve this can be obtained under the present 
situation, and I ask that the Thompson 
amendment be defeated. 

Mr. DELLENBACK. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

{Mr. DELLENBACK asked and was given per
mission t o revise and extend his remarks. ) 

Mr. DELLENBACK. Mr. Chairman, may I say 
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just a few word in response to the gentleman 
who preceded me in the well. Without any 
doubt, it is the responsibility of the majority 
party in the Congress to take the leadership 
so far as the pushing of a legislative pro
gram is concerned. But more than half of 
this body has received at least a portion of 
its professional treining in the law. And 
any of us who has served in the law and has 
participated in trial work is aware of the fact 
that with the goal being justice, the advo
cacy system calls for the 1best possible pres
entation of both sides of the issues which 
come before the court. With the goal being 
justice, justice is better achieved if there be 
the best possible presentation of the case 
for the plaintiff as well as the case for the 
defendant. There is no intention that, in 
our system of justice, merely because of the 
fact that one side has a certain responsibil
ity, the other side should be deprived of the 
tools that &re necessary to make the best 
possible presentation in opposition to that 
which is presented by the one side. 

Nobody is sugges·ting that the chairman
ships be divided. Nobody is suggesting that 
the responsibility should be divided so that 
in some instances the minority shall be 
pushing and shall be in charge of the me
chanics of the legislative process. 

All we are requesting is that with the goal 
on both sides of the political aisle being the 
best possible legislation, the minority
whichever party it may be Republican or 
Democrat--have the chance to go into com
mittee deliberations with staff doing investi
gative work so that the best possible case can 
be made in opposition to the program of the 
majority party. 

The votes are still in the majority. If after 
the best possible case has been made by both 
the majority and the minority, the majority 
are unpersuaded that the legislation would 
be any better as advocated by the minority, 
then the votes are in the hands of the ma
jority to pass the final legislative product. 

But this amendment which is here pro
posed and which has been advocated by 
Members on both sides of the political aisle 
merely says we are all better served if in the 
committee's delibera.tion it has had the 
chance to have brought before it the best 
possible evidence, some dug out by staff for 
the majority and some dug out by staff for 
the minority. 

With the full facts laid out before the com
mittee, the decision will be made by the ma
jority, so long as it remains unpersuaded of 
the case which the minority makes. 

We do not ask for going beyond that, but 
we feel justice and better legislation will be 
forthcoming with the adoption of the amend
ment here proposed. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DINGELL TO THE 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. THOMPSON OF 
NEW JERSEY 
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment to the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. THOMPSON). 

The Clerk read as follows: 
"Amendment offered by Mr. DtNGELL to the 

amendment offered by Mr. THOMPSON of New 
Jersey: Add a new paragraph as follows: 

"'(d) The majority party on any such 
standing committee shall receive not less 
than one-third of the funds provided for the 
appointment of committee staff personnel 
pursuant to each such primary or additional 
expense resolution.' 

"Renumber succeeding paragraphs accord
ingly." 

(Mr. DINGELL asked and was given permis
sion to revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, this amend
ment is not offered in the spirit of partisan
ship. Frankly, I have always thought that the 
minority needed and deserved staff. I have 
always felt it was appropriate that every 
Member of this body should have committee 
staff. But I believe it is time this body recog
nized that the amendment offered by my 

good friend from New .Jersey is a remarkable 
change of direction and orientation from 
that which we have seen during my 16 years 
o! service in this body. 

It effectively says we are going to have a 
committee staff and says we are going to have 
a minority staff. 

As I have indicated, I believe it is desirable 
that the minority should have a staff. I be
lleve it is also desirable that we should have 
a staff for the majority if we are to have a 
staff for the minority, because, if the amend
ment offered by my good friend from New 
Jersey carries in the form in which 1t is writ
ten, we will have a committee staff. 

Under the rules of every committee I have 
served on-and I have served on four; the 
COmmittee on Public Works, Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, Small Business and 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries-every mem
ber of the committee, regardless of his posi
tion and regardless of his partisan position 
in the House or in the Congress, is entitled 
to call in full upon the staff of the commit
tee and to achieve equal treatment in terms 
of receiving service from that staff. That is 
how I believe it should be. 

During my years in this Congress I have 
never heard a Member on either side of the 
aisle complain about the quality or kind of 
service given by members of the staff. 

As to each of these committees, I have no 
way of knowing what the partisan designa
tion or political philosophy of the members 
of the professional staff happens to be. How
ever, each of them does have a minority staff 
which is available only to the members of 
the minority. This is something about which 
I do not complain. 

I wlll say that if this amendment goes 
through as offered by my good friend from 
New Jersey (Mr. THOMPSON), we will have 
a highly preferential set of circumstances 
where members of the minority will achieve 
a highly preferential treatment in terms of 
services of the staff. They will be able to call 
in the future as they have in the past, upon 
the services of the committee staff and re
ceive equal treatment therein. The members 
of the majority, whoever they might be, 
whether my party or the other political party, 
will continue to have the right to call only 
on the committee staff. But the minority wlll 
also have the special minority staff desig
nated f.or their particular service. 

I believe a student of political science or 
the House of Representatives or the Congress 
of the United States can recognize with 
some cl-arity that this is a set of circum
stances which does not work to further the 
very desirable goal of majority rule, and does 
not give the majority party in this body an 
opportunity to achieve an ability to work its 
will and to function effectively. 

During my years in the Congress I cannot 
recall a single instance when the staff be
haved in a partisan fashion on any of the 
committees on which I have served. 

I would point out something else. During 
my years of service in this body I can recall 
no instance when the staff functioned as a 
majority or minority staff, or when it failed 
to give due recognition and due dignity to 
requests by members of the minority. 

As a matter of fact, I believe it would be 
uniformly agreed to by the members of the 
committee on which I serve that the com
mittee staff has provided equal and equally 
valuable and equally dignified service in re
sponse to the requests of members of both 
the majority and the minority. So, if we are 
going to take this rather extraordinary de
parture from the practices and the rules and 
the way in which this body has behaved over 
the years and increase the staffs here, I be
lieve it becomes very plain that we should 
do one thing more, namely, see to it that the 
majority has a staff upon which they may 
call so that we may have a professional staff 
for the committee and a staff for the minor
\ty, which I think is desirable. but also that 

we should have a staff for the members of 
the majority so that they might have some
body to whom they might look at any given 
time on any project on which they have em
barked which would be in the unique posi
tion of being a staff that reflects a viewpoint. 
While I discuss this quetsion of viewpoint I 
believe it would be worthwhile to make it 
very plain that during my years of service 
here I have never permitted staff on any 
committee on which I served to exercise a 
policymaking function. I believe this to be 
hopelessly undesirable, but if we are going 
to do so, then I would urge we make it avail
able to the members of the majority. 

LEGISLATIVE REORGANIZATION ACT OF 1970 
Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I move that the 

House resolve itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union 
for the further consideration of the bill (H.R. 
17654) to improve the operation of the legis
lative branch of the Federal Government, 
and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. BOGGS). The 
question is on the motion offered by the 
gentleman from California. 

The motion was agreed to. 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the further considera
tion of the bill H.R. 17654, with Mr. NATCHER 
in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAmMAN. When the committee rose 

on yesterday the Clerk had read through sec
tion 110, ending on page 24, line 12, of the 
bill, and there was pending the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. THOMPSON) and an amendment to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. DINGELL). 

Without objection, the Clerk will again re
port the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New Jersey (Mr. THOMPSON) and 
the amendment to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
DINGELL). 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. THOMPSON OF 

NEW JERSEY 
The Clerk read as follows: 
"Amendment offered by Mr. THOMPSON of 

New Jersey; on page 23, line 15, strike out the 
words 'and shall receive fair consideration 
in', and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
'if they so request not less than one-third 
of the funds provided for'. 

"And make the appropriate and necessary 
technical changes in the bill". 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DINGELL TO THE 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. THOMPSON OF 
NEW JERSEY 
The Clerk read as follows: 
"Amendment offered by Mr. DINGELL to the 

amendment offered by Mr. THOMPSON of New 
Jersey: Add a new paragraph as follows: 

"'(d) The majority party on any such 
standing committee shall receive not less 
than one-third of the funds provided for the 
appointment of committee staff personnel 
pursuant to each such primary or additional 
expense resolution.' 

"Renumber succeeding paragraphs accord
ingly." 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike 
the requisite number of words, and I rise 
in support of the amendment. 

(Mr. Moss asked and was given permission 
to revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL) to the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from New Jer
sey (Mr. THOMPSON) because I believe the 
amendment brings very clearly into focus 
basic probletns which attach to the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from New 
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Jersey to provide that one-third of the inves
tigative staff would be controlled by the 
minority. 

I have for 16 years chaired investigative 
subcommittees of committees of this House, 
and on all of those subcommittees-and 
there have been quite a number of them
the investigative staff has done the work of 
the committee. It has not done my work. It 
has not done the work of the majority. It has 
done the work for the committee, and has 
been as available to the minority as to the 
majority. 

As a matter of fact, I had inquiry made 
of the staff of my Subcommittee on Foreign 
Operations and Government Information, 
and find that they respond to more requests 
from the minority than they do requests 
from the majority. 

Now, I think we would have to look at the 
structuring of these investigative staffs. The 
responsibiUty of legislating and investigating 
and conducting the affairs of this Congress 
rests with the majority of the Congress, the 
majority party of the Congress, and that has 
long been a tradition. If we are now to 
change that pattern as it relates to staff and 
1f it is going to be segmented, then let us do 
It fairly, let us give one-third of the staff 
to the majority and say "you use this for 
whatever partisan purposes you want," give 
one-third of the staff to the minority and say 
"you use this for whatever partisan purposes 
you might have in mind," and then have 
one-third to do the work of the Congress and 
carry on the responsibllities of the commit
tee. 

I believe that is fair, it is even-handed, but 
I do not believe it wm represent good Gov
ernment, good investigation, or good legisla
tive procedures to do it. But if it is going to 
be segmented by partisan designations, then 
do it that way. 

At this moment I could not tell you the 
party amliation of a number of the members 
who serve on the staff of my subcommittee, 
either on Government Operations, or the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

Then, of course, there Is the very inter
esting question. How do you finally divide 
one-third of one? In some of these sub
committees, you end up with one investi
gator. How do we give one-third of one in
vestigator to anybody? The problem becomes 
mighty complicated--or you could require 
that we cut him up into three--or maybe 
we ca.n divide it on the basis of time rather 
than in dollars. I think it is a ridiculous pro
posal. 

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. Moss. I am very happy to yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. CLEVELAND. It is not ridiculous at all 
because the language is very clear and pre
else and addresses itself to one-third of the 
funds. It says nothing about one-third of the 
people. It says one-third of the funds. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Chairman, I decline to yield 
further to the gentleman. 

It says one-third of the funds-and the 
funds employ people. Now you are going to 
have to have a staff director normally for a 
committee or a subcommittee. Who is going 
to pay for the funds that go to the staff 
director? Are you going to have two sta.fi' 
directors? If you are going to have two, then 
why not have three? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Cha.lrman, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. Moss. I am very happy to yield to the 
gentleman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman 
from California (Mr. Moss) has expired. 

(Mr. Moss asked and was given permission 
to proceed for 3 additional minutes.) 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Another interesting ques
tion is brought up by the Thompson amend
ment-Will the minority members have ac-

cess to the two-thirds that are left that they 
have at the present time? In other words, 
are we really guaranteed two-thirds of the 
staff to the majority and one-third to tbe 
minority. Is that the purpose both in the 
professional and the clerical, because there 
is another section in the bill where they get 
to the clerical and the professional staff and 
the Thompson amendment, I understand, 
applies to the investigative staff. 

So the intent apparently is to have one
third exclusive to the minority staff and then 
have full access to the balance of the staff, 
which they now have. 

Mr. Moss. That 1s the way I would read 
it. That is why I support the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Michigan, be
cause that clarifies it. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. That is right. The amend
ment offered by the gentleman from Mich
Igan says that there shall be one-third for 
the minority and one-third for the majority 
and then the other one-third, we will fight 
over who gets to appoint them. 

Mr. Moss. It 1s probably available to both. 
Mr. HoLIFIELD. What did the gentleman 

say? 
Mr. Moss. It is probably available to both, 

and I would hope so, as the present profes
sional staff is available to both sides. 

I will concede it would create greater con
fusion than to attempt to intermix the staff 
in the manner that is proposed here. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle
man yield? 

Mr. Moss. I am pleased to yield to the gen
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. HAYS. I do not know how it would 
work on all committees, but if it works the 
way it does on one committee I am on, It w111 
not create any confusion because the profes
sional staff that we had before are doing all 
the work and the one-third that has been 
added on are political employees and are out 
playing polltics. They really do not interfere 
with anybody on the staff and they are never 
there and do not know what is going on. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Chairman, I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise In opposition to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
THOMPSON) and in opposition to the amend
ment to the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Michigan (Mr. DrNGELL). 

Mr. Chairman, these amendments give me 
considerable concern. In fact, It frightens 
me. I am unable to ascertain from the 
debate, which I listened to very attentively, 
just what the real purpose of offering this 
amendment is. 

Later on in the blll, as I said when I made 
my first remarks in presentation, I submit 
that the majority party was very fair to the 
minority in writing into the rules that we 
would have two of the six professional staff 
members and we would have one of the six 
clerical members. 

I well reallze, Mr. Chairman, that there are 
more than six staff members on a commit
tee, and that more than one would not be 
30 percent of the clerical staff on many com
mittees, but that would at least give tbe 
minority some assurance that they will 
have two staff and one clerk. To go ahead 
now and start dividing up money on in
vestigative staffs, in my opinion, would sim
ply cause confusion. 

There may be one or two committees in 
the House-if so, I have never served on 
them-where there 1s some dissention among 
the investigative staff of the committee. But.
I have served on the Veterans• A:fi'airs Com
mittee and I never had any problems with 
the staff of that committee. I have never 
had any problems with the committee staffs. 
They are just as courteous, kind, and ef
ficient to me as 1f I had a third of the money 
and attempted to pick up my own s·ta.ff. I 
think we are going to start a backward step 
and end up with two competing investiga
tive staffs. 

As mentioned by the gentleman from Oall
fornla (Mr. Moss) -and I am not quite clear 
how he meant it-but assume the Commit
tee on Internal Security or the Committee 
on Standards of Official Conduct wanted to 
hire a former investigator to go out and 
investigate a specific complaint. Are we then 
going to have three staff members so that 
the minority can have one as its staff mem
ber, one investigative member, so that he 
can go one way and the other two go the 
other way? I do not think we should have 
two investigative staffs competing with one 
another. 

I do not have any such problem on the 
Rules Committee. In fact, if I were ever 
fortunate enough to be chairman of the 
Com.mi ttee on Rules I would hope that the 
three clerical staff girls would stay with the 
committee and the two able professional 
sta:fi' members would, also. 

I have never had a problem with the gen
tleman from New York on the Judiciary Com
mittee. He was eminently fair in selecting 
able people to conduct appropriate Investi
gations. 

If you want to start klll1ng this bill, if 
you want it killed with kindness, start with 
amendments like these that have been of
fered. 

There are many points of value to the mi
nority in the committee bill. I will not take 
the time to read them all. At least we will 
have 1 day for witnesses and 3 days, ex
cluding Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays, 
to flle our minority reports, which will have 
to be printed. We will have half the time 
on conference reports. I think the majority 
is being very fair to the minority, and the 
majority party has the responsibllity of run
ning the House of Representatives. If we 
ever get to be the majority party it will then 
be our responsibllity, and I hope that we will 
do a good job and we will be the ones who 
will be responsible for doing these things. 

In my opinion, this is a bad amendment. I 
think it is wrong to proceed In this manner 
and clutter up this bill with this investiga
tive staff proportion of the committees. I 
oppose the amendment and the amendment 
to the amendment. 

Mr. CoLMER. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of California. I am pleased to 
yield to my distinguished chairman. 

Mr. CoLMER. This is a classical example 
of what happens when we try to rewrite the 
rules of the House on the floor of the House 
without ample and sufficient background, No. 
1. No. 2, Mr. Chairman, it also exemplifies the 
high character. the objectiveness, and the 
statesmanship of the gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. SMITH) in approaching these 
matters without partisanship, and I just want 
to pay my compllments to him. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Chairman, I 
will mention for the benefit of the Members 
various measures in which consideration for 
the minority has previously been considered: 

It was recommended by the Joint Commit
tee on the Organization of the Congress in its 
final report of July 28, 1966, page 21. It was 
in S. 355 as introduced by Senator Monroney 
on January 16, 1967. 

It was In H.R. 2594, introduced by the gen
tleman from Indiana (Mr. MADDEN) on 
January 17, 1967. 

It was in H.R. 2595, introduced by former 
Member Mr. Curtis from Missouri, on Janu
ary 17, 1967. 

It was in S. 355, and it was passed by 
the Senate. 

It appeared in the same form in every leg
islative organization bill in this Congress 
by Republicans and Democrats, including 11 
b11ls that have been introduced and given 
fair consideration. It seems to me that if all 
those people agreed with it, about 110 Mem
bers. the language in the bill is the best ap
proach. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the defeat of the 
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amendment and the amendment thereto be 
defeated. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposi-
tion to the amendment. 

(Mr. CELLER asked and was given permis
sion to revise and extend his remarks.) 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. CELLER was 
allowed to proceed for 3 additional minutes.) 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I respectfully 
oppose the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New Jersey. When threshed out, 
we wlll find it is full of mischief. Its para
mount deficiency lies in its rigidity. It leaves 
no room for flexible personal policy. 

When the committee's budget is submitted 
to the Committee on House Administration, 
the proposed expenditures on salaries is at 
best only an estimate. The number of per
sons employed on the Investigatory staff ex
pands and contracts as the needs of the 
committee demand. One month the staff may 
number 15, and the following month 12. 
Thus, if the amendment prevails, the com
mittee will find itself involved in constant 
bookkeeping operations. As the size of the 
staff changes, does the allocation in dollars 
and cents change? Remember, too, the sal
aries very, so a rigid percentage would in no 
way guarantee adequate staff for the minor
ity, depending upon which staff members 
were necessary to discharge and what was 
the rate of pay. 

I remind the Members I am not talking in 
self-interest as the chaJ.rman of a committee, 
the Committee on the Judiciary. The staff of 
the minority on the investigatory payroll of 
my commit tee now receives more than 40 per
cent of the payroll expenditures. We go way 
beyond what the amendment even suggests. 

I believe that the application of a rigid 
formula will do much m.!schief. By applying 
the formula which says "so much is yours," 
and "so much is mine," we risk a sharper 
polarization of staff. We encourage a greater 
emphasis on political affiliation rather than 
on technical competence. 

I have long hoped that the committee staff 
would serve the Members, not only along 
ideological bipartisan lines, but along the 
lines of skilled professionals and craftsmen. 

For example, in employing personnel for 
<>ur investigation into conglomerate corpo
ration mergers, as well as in all the other 
investigations we have conducted-and we 
have conducted many of them-in those we 
have undertaken I did not once ask the po
litical affiliation of any applicant to the staff. 
This approach is reflected in the total staff. 
Many of the employees who now are consid
ered majority employees came to my com
mittee when the House was organized by the 
minority party. Consequently, there is a con
tinuity of staff expertise. We kept them on, 
because they were competent, because they 
were dedicated, and not because they were 
Republicans or because they were Democrats, 
and not because they belonged to the minor
ity or to the majority, but because they were 
worthwhile. 

This rigid formula on salary allocations 
based on political affiliation and choice was 
always prohibited so far as I was concerned, 
and so far as my counterpart on the Repub
lican side of my committee was concerned, 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. MoCULLOCH). 

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER I yield to the gentleman from 
New Hampshire. 

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

The Chairman has spoken several times 
about the rlgtdlty that the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. THOMPSON) might impose. I want to be 
sure the Chairman realizes that the amend
ment specifically says that they will have not 
less than one-third lf they request it. 

Mr. CELLER. I am aware of it, but there is 
the other word "one-third," and that is the 
word that is going to count most, not the 

least. The demand is always going to be with 
more emphasis on one-third, and that is 
what I object to. 

This should not be a matter of arithmetic. 
This appointment of staff members ought to 
be a point of competence. 

The use of a fixed formula in no way guar
antees an equitable solution. Much depends 
upon the nature, the duration, and the ob
jective of the committee. The situation 
should dictate staffing needs. 

I believe that the proposal as is presently 
in the b111 will work in the best interests of 
both the majority and minor•.ty parties. 

Members should keep this in mind: That 
the majority staff of my Judiciary COmmittee 
and all other committee staffs serve all the 
members of the committee. Certainly the 
clerical staff who man the telephones, who 
keep the committeP- calendars, who mail the 
agenda, whc. distribute the mail, and so 
forth, are all charged to the so-called major
ity payroll but they serve all the members. 
Are they to be subtracted, added to, divided, 
and subdivided according to this formula? 
We see how absurd and inane this proposal 
becomes. 

Now, as to th£> amendment by the gentle
man from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL) to create 
two separate staffs, one for the majority and 
one for the minority. that will completely 
polarize the two factions. It would create 
greater and unnecessary dissension. Both 
sides would be weakened. 

The greater responsibility lies with the 
majority. It has more members. It has to 
file the reports. It floor manages the bill. It 
leads in conference. It assumes the greater 
responsibility. Thus there was never meant 
to be any equality between the majority 
and the minority in that regard, and the 
Dingell amendment flies 1n the face of that 
theory. 

I wonder, how otherwise could the ma
jority, the majority of the people, properly 
discharge their responsib111ty? 

Finally, the development should be to
ward a professional corps rather than a parti
san or ideological division. The ideology 
should be controlled by the members, but the 
technique of the committee should be con
trolled by the staff. That should be the lode
star that governs and guides ail committees. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentleman from 
New Jersey. 

Mr. THOMPSON Of New Jersey. Mr. Chair
man, I will not bicker with the dean of the 
House with respect to his views relating to 
my amendment, but I should like to com
ment on the amendment to my amendment 
by the gentleman from Michigan. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentle
man from New York has expired. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. Chair
man, I ask unanimous consent that the gen
tleman may proceed for 2 additional min
utes. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I do not wish 
more time. 

Mr. QuiE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup
port of the amendment. 

(Mr. QUIE asked and was given permission 
to revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. QuiE. Mr. Chairman, I should like to 
reiterate what has been said before, that 
there is a. great deal of fl.exib111ty involved. 
The amendment is not inflexible as others 
believe. 

The gentleman from New York has indi
cated it is inflexible. The amendment does 
not say it must be one-third, but it says it 
shoUld be at least one-third. If there is an 
arrangement in the Judiciary Committee 
where the minority needs 40 percent, there is 
nothing to prevent it. However, it does in
sure for the minority, 1f they request it, that 
there would be at least one-third of the 
funds--not one-third of the staff, but one
third of the funds. 

If the committee operates so that there is 
no ideological difference at all, undoubtedly 
the majority and the minority will work to
gether on the staff and all the staff will serve 
all the members. 

However, 1n many of the committees 
there is a philosophical difference which 
seems to fall along party lines. Some seem 
to worry that this would cause greater par
tisanship. I have had experience since 1959 
on the Committee on Education and Labor. 
If any committee has had partisanship, this 
one has certainly had it. But back some 
years ago, when we had very little funds for 
the minority, I recall one year when the 
majority had 50 staff members and we 
had four. The chairman then fired two of 
ou.r minority staff members, which really put 
us in an embarrassing position. If you want
ed to say there was partisanship, we cer
tainly had it that year. 

We had it until we were able to secure 
about a third of the money for the minority. 
We worked much better since that time. The 
reason is this: Instead of resorting to par
tisanship, we have been able to develop the 
facts and come up with the kind of dialog 
in debate that has meaning to it. 

We can use the example of the coal mine 
safety bill which passed this Congress. I re
call in previous Congresses the coal mine 
safety bill legislation was fraught with com
plete partisanship and there was little logic 
to the debate. At least 1n this Congress, 
though, the House Members on both sides of 
the political aisle had done a very thorough 
study on their amendments. I think they 
came up with better educated arguments 
than had ever been pursued before. 

For that reason I think this amendment 
makes good sense. While those of you who 
are now on the majority side have been on 
that side for most of your own careers here 
in the Congress, you may be on the minor
ity side some day. 

I commend the gentleman from New Jersey 
{Mr. THOMPSON) for the kind Of forthright 
stand he has taken, being in the majority 
and sticking up for the rights of the mi
nority, because without that kind of support 
we would be lost over here. 

Mr. THOMPSON Of New Jersey. Will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. QUIE. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. THoMPSON of New Jersey. I really hon

estly believe that the minority should have 
some help, but I do not want any construc
tion put on my amendment that in any way 
I anticipate or desire to be in the minority. 

Mr. QUIE. I recognize the gentleman neith
er anticipates nor desires that. I am also 
enough of a realist to know that it would 
be just about a miracle, I guess, next fall 
if we had the election turn out where we 
would be in the majority afterward. Most 
of the reason for that is the fact that you 
do have a pretty sizable majority now and 

. we have developed e. means whereby an in
cumbelllt can reach his constituents better 
than ever before, so it is easier for him to 
stay in office than ever before, as the last few 
elections have indicated. 

I should also point out, while it is a help 
to the minority, this Member of Congress 
does not anticipate staying in the minority 
forever. I hope you will be able to benefit 
fr<>m this amendment some day 1n the future. 

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle
ma.n yield? 

Mr. Qum. I yield to the gentleman from 
Minnesota. 

Mr. FRASER. I want to say to the gentleman 
that we both served in the State Senate of 
Minnesota. One of the reasons why I support 
this amendment 1s I found in all the years 
that I served in th81t legislature I was a mem
ber of the minority group in the State senate. 
I fought hard to get minority rights. I find 
it impossible now th&t I am in the majority 
suddenly to decide that I was wrong all 
those 8 years. It seems to me minimum pro-
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teotions for the minority strengthen the leg
islative process. Tha..t is why I think the 
amendment is a good one and I intend to 
support it. 

Mr. QUIE. The gentleman from Minnesota 
leamed what it was like to be 1n the minority 
while he was in the minority in the State 
senate, and I learned how important it is to 
have minority rights while serving 1n the 
Congress, but both of us recognize what some 
of the minorities go through, and when the 
majority say, "Well, we will give you wha.t 
you need," it is not always sensitive to the 
needs of the minority. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike 
the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, when the Dingell amend
ment is disposed of, I want to serve notice 
that I am going to offer an amendment to 
the Thompson amendment which will strike 
out the period and insert a com:ma. and the 
following words: 

"Provided further, That this amendment 
shall become effective upon notification from 
the President that the Executive Branch of 
the Government will assign to the opposition 
party the appointment of one-third of the 
nonclassified personnel appointments in the 
Executive Departments and agencies of the 
Government." 

Now, Mr. Chairman, if this is such a good 
thing, we ought to spread it around. If that 
amendment should fail-and I do not think 
it will because I am going to make the point 
of order and get the reformers over here; you 
know there are a lot of reformers around here 
and there are a good many of them on our 
side but I do not see many of them here; they 
want to reform but they do not want to be 
here when we reform. I made a speech last 
night in Columbus on behalf of the Demo
cratic candidate for Attorney General in 
Ohio--if he lives until November he will be 
elected in view of what is going on out there 
with the Republicans trying to cut each other 
up-and I told them that there are certain 
areas in Washington where words and slogans 
become popular. We had the New Deal, the 
Fair Deal, the Square Deal, the Bull Moose, 
and right now it is reform. I told them last 
night, publicly, I said if you wanted to pass 
a bill to legalize prostitution, you call it a. 
reform bill and you can get it through the 
House in 30 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, there is not any reform 
about this. I know something about profes
sional staffs and have dealt with them over 
the years. We have a staff on the Foreign 
Affairs Committee that I can honestly tell 
you does a job for both sides and I have no 
idea. as to the politics of any of them insofar 
as that is concerned. 

And, Mr. Chairman, another thing. Why 
35 percent? If I can read the political signs 
right and if the Nixon depression continues, 
we may only have 25 percent Republicans in 
Congress but over there, if this passes they 
are going to have 35 percent of the jobs. What 
kind of arithmetic is that? 

We have made provision in the House Ad
ministration Committee to see to it that the 
minority-and I supported it and voted for 
it and as chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Accounts I have said that if they get money
and we have asked every chairman and every 
ranking minority member who came before 
the Subcommittee on Accounts, "Are you 
satisfied with the staff arrangements? Are you 
getting your share? Are you agreed that you 
have professional people on the minority? Is 
the committee in agreement on how much 
money you want"? And not until they said 
they were have we given the committee 
chairmen any money. That is a. rather recent 
development, but that is the fact of the 
matter. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, all I can sa.y is that 
this amendment would, if it passes, as the 
distinguished dean of the House said, further 
polarize the staffs of the committees until 
you get them so busy working against each 

other t-ha.t they cannot work for the Mem
bers. I think that 1s what is going to happen 
if this amendment passes. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle
man yield? 

Mr. HAYS. Yes, I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. ARENDS. I join with the gentleman in 
his regret that those who so ba.dly desire re
form do not happen to be here this after
noon I feel we possibly ought to, send letters 
out to all of them, a.dvising that if this re
form blll passes and there is adopted the 
public teller amendment, each and every 
Member is going to have to be on the fioor 
of the House for every amendment on every 
bill or be listed as absent in the RECORD. 

Mr. HAYS. I think the gentleman from Illi
nois makes a fair statement and I do not 
think that amendment is going to pass, be
cause I have a substitute for that which will 
make the vote public but which will do it in 
an orderly and definite way so that you will 
not have some clerk back there and be won
dering whether he is writing down the right 
name or the wrong name. 

Mr. GRoss. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle
man yield? 

Mr. HAYS. I yield to the gentleman from 
Iowa. 

Mr. GRoss. I would not think the dis
tinguished minority whip would want to send 
that letter until be got the postal reform 
bill through. 

Mr. HAYS. May I say to the distinguished 
gentleman from Iowa that if we have this bill 
around for another week or so--and I do not 
know what my distinguished friend from 
California is going to do--but if this thing 
keeps on the way it is going, I can tell you 
what I would do in his place. I would move 
that the COmmittee rise some evening and 
then I would forget to ever move that they 
go back into the Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. ANDERSON Of lllinois. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

(Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
I was not able to be present on Monday, and 
therefore I could not extend my congratula
tions to the distinguished gentleman from 
California (Mr. SMITH) and the distinguished 
gentleman from California (Mr. SISK) for 
the fine work that they have done in bring
ing to the fioor this particular bill. 

However, I find myself with the same feel
ing as my colleague on the committee, the 
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. BoLLING) that 
as good and effective a piece of legislation as 
I think this is, I believe it can be improved 
and, where it should be, we owe an obliga
tion to offer those amendments that would 
improve it. 

I want to express my appreciation to the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. THoMPSON) 
who bas offered this amendment in good 
faith on minority staffing. 

I have the feeling that there has been an 
effort on the part of some to ridicule this as 
an unworkable and completely impossible 
idea and yet, if I ha.d the time, and I do not 
in the brief 5 minutes that are allotted to 
me, I could point out that, for example, as 
long ago as in March 1963, we had a very 
distinguished group of political scientists 
testify before a subcommittee of our House 
Republican conference, and they made a 
statement at that time that I think is worth 
quoting now: 

"Some have argued that an increase in mi
nority staffing of congressional committees 
would jeopardize the recent 'professional
ization' of these staffs. We do not believe 
that is true. There is no reason why such 
'professionalization' cannot take place in a. 
bipartisan framework. What is needed are 
professional staff members separately re
sponsible to the majority and the minority. 
The demand that a substantially larger por-

tion of the professional staff be responsible 
to the minority members is wholly reason
able and within the best democratic tradi
tions." 

And I listened with great interest to the 
distinguished dean of the House when he 
said a few moments ago that the matter of 
staffing is not a matter of arithmetic; it is 
a. matter of competence---end I agree. There 
is nothing in the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. THoMPsoN) 
that is in the least inconsistent with that. 
idea. I wonder why it is that the suggestion 
has been made this afternoon that when the 
majority controls all of these funds, and has 
the responsibility for the hiring, that they 
are in every instance going to hire compe
tent, professional, nonpartisan people, but 
that if the minority is granted control over 
one-third of the committee funds, that. 
somehow or other they are then going to 
resort to partisan chicanery, and they are 
going to hire political hacks, they are going 
to hire incompetents who are there only for 
the purpose of stirring up partisan contro
versy. 

I think, as the gentleman from Minne
sota (Mr. FRASER) said yesterday, that the 
whole intent is, within the best traditions 
of the democratic process, to bring out those 
differing responses, those differing ideas that 
can be used on the anvil of debate so that 
we hammer out the very best possible legis
lation that we can within the committee 
room, and then here on the fioor of the 
House. 

So to suggest that we are going to resort 
to partisanship if we are given responsibili
ties for one-third of the funds allotted on 
the investigative staff of the committees. 
completely distorts what the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. THOMPSON) is trying to do. 

Mr. ARENDs. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield to the 
gentleman from lllinois. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, in view of this 
interesting debate on this amendment I 
hurriedly did a little checking, and I n~te 
that the Committee on Government Opera
tions has 75-I repeat-75 employees, out o! 
which three are minority and one a clerk. 
That is something to chew on. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I thank the gen
tleman from IlUnois, because it illustrates 
the very next point that I want to make. It 
is not that we in the minority feel that 
these people on the majority staff are going 
to be unwilling to help, but it is that we do 
do not feel that they are responsive to us
you do not feel the same freedom and the 
same ease that I think the Members on the 
majority side feel when they go to a member 
of the staff and say, "I would like to have you 
research this particular point." It is very 
interesting to sit here, as I have done for the 
last day or two now, and hear people who 
have served in the House, as has the gentle
man from California. (Mr. Moss), for 16 years, 
and say, I have never known an instance 
where a member of the committee staff has 
refused any member of the minority every 
cooperation." 

Well, for one thing I do not suppose he 
has gone around, like Hawkshaw, with a spy
glass, looking for any of those instances 
where maybe the minority has not always 
been able to get all the information that it 
felt it needed to research a. particular point. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle
man yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I mentioned the 
gentleman's name, and of course, I will be 
glad to yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. Moss. I only observed that the distin
guished minority whip did a thorough job 
in checking, and who they are assigned to 
and their political afllliations. If be con
tinued that, he might have learned that 
there are a great many more of his party 
working within the committee than three. 
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Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Let me close by 

saying that in the final report of the Joint 
Committee on the Organization of Congress, 
which was issued back in July of 1966, they 
said this: 

"It is fundamental to our legislative system 
that the opposition have adequate resources 
to prepare informed dissent or alternative 
courses of action. All sides of an issue need 
to be forcefully presented." 

That is all, Mr. Chairman, that this amend
ment on minority staffing is designed to do. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike out the last word. 

(Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey asked and 
was given permission to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. Chair
man, I address myself to the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Michigan to 
my amendment, and in the course of doing 
so I would like to make this comment--there 
are a great many distinguished committees 
of t his body and each and every one of them 
has a jurisdiction differing from the other; 
although there is some overlapping. 

But every one of them is composed of dif
ferent Members with different experiences, 
with relation to staff. 

I did not intend in the slightest, as the 
dean of t he House implied, for this to be 
mischievous. I simply remember, and per
haps too well, my days in my State legisla
ture as the minority leader when we had 
absolutely nothing. When my party came 
int o the majority I persuaded them that the 
minority should have some staffing. Since 
then they share, as about this amendment 
would do, and everything works well. 

I might point out, on the Committee on 
Education and Labor, I am chairman of the 
Special Committee on Labor. The distin
guished member, my good friend, the gentle
man from Ohio (Mr. AsHBROoK), is the rank
ing member. I defy anyone to find two more 
divergent political philosophies or political 
voting records than the philosophy and 
voting record of my friend the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. AsHBROOK) and myself. 

We have had nothing but complete and 
total cooperation, notwithstanding our par
tisan differences. 

Perhaps I am not so confident, as a great 
many of my friends on this side of the aisle; 
that we can always remain in the majority? 
Then, if we are in the minority, that we 
should have nothing-that we should trust 
no one appointed by the other side of the 
aisle? I do not believe this. Certainly, I ex
pect partisanship. Certainly, I would like, 
however, to see more sophisticated minority 
views and more thoroughly discussed issues 
in the committees and a better rapport in the 
national interest between the majority and 
the minority, without taking in the slightest 
away from the responsib111ty, in which I do 
believe in the right of the majority to rule. 
Because, as the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. GELLER) said, that is the way the people 
want it. 

I am willing to take my chances, and the 
Lord only knows that I cannot stand in this 
well and claim to be nonpartisan-because 
I am not. 

The gentleman from Michigan has what I 
characterize as a cute idea--one-third of the 
minority, one-third for the majority, and 
the last third to fall to the Chair. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle
man yield? 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. I am very 
glad to yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. Moss. If it is so cute perhaps the gen
tleman could tell us how the remaining two
thirds is to be directed? 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Is it not ob
vious to my friend from California that 1! 
one-third goes to the minority, if you are in 
control, the other two-thirds goes to the ma
jority? Are you afraid of that? 

Mr. Moss. It is not obvious to me, no more 
than it would be--

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. I will not 
yield any further. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not really much of a 
mathematician, but I think I can understand 
this. I do not say the gentleman from Cali
fornia, the gentleman from New York, the 
gentleman, my friend, from Ohio, who has 
done precisely on the Committee on Ac
counts what he says he has done, I do not say 
that their ideas are invalid, nor do I put 
them down. I simply say that we have a dif
ference of opinion on this subject. I cer
tainly respect their point of view. They dis
agree with mine thoroughly and articulately, 
and are so entitled. But that does not mean 
that they are impugning my motives. 

I think the amendment of the gentleman 
from Michigan is in fact and in effect frivo
lous and should be defeated. That will reduce 
the question to my amendment. Those who 
agree with it, please vote for it. Those who 
disagree with it, please vote against it and 
let the House work its will. 

Mr. ScHWENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New Jersey. 

The CHAmMAN. The gentleman from Iowa 
is recognized. 

Mr. ScHWENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I wish to 
speak for the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. THOMPSON) 
and a-gainst any amendment to the amend
ment. The gentleman from New Jersey has 
made crystal clear the objective of his 
amendment. I am totally in sympathy with 
his approach to a solution of a legislative 
problem. · 

I have said many times that I respect this 
Congress because there is in it more capabil
ity and capacity in the sense of dedication 
on both sides of the aisle than in any Con
gress before in history. But it has not had 
a chance to come through, and one of the 
reasons it has not had a chance to come 
through and function at its best is because 
the minority has not had a chance. What the 
gentleman's amendment proposes will give 
us a fighting chance. 

I salute the gentleman from New Jersey 
for his statesmanship here in this House. As 
I have spoken in the well of statesmanship, 
and many Members of the House have done 
so, also, I have praised the leadership on our 
side for having continued to study the mi
nority staffing problem. Under the leadership 
of the gentleman from New Hampshire (Mr. 
CLEVELAND) with whom I served as a member 
of the Public Works Committee, we had a 
real and genuine staffing problem, and also 
on the House Administration Committee. I 
recognize his capability and his fairness. He 
has done a study of this matter. He has writ
ten an article and has a chapter in a book en
title "We Propose" on the need for increased 
minority staffing. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
to have it inserted in the RECORD at this point 
so it can be read by all Members of the 
Congress. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is the statement that the 
gentleman is requesting to be printed in the 
RECORD his own statement? 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Yes. 
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it is 

so ordered. 
Mr. HAYs. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary 

inquiry. 
The CHA"IRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio 

will state his parliamentary inquiry. 
Mr. HAYS. I thought the gentleman said 

that it was the statement of somebody else. 
Mr. ScHWENGEL. It is. 
The CHAmMAN. The Chair inquired of 

the gentleman, if it was his own statement. 
Is it the statement of the gentleman in the 
well? 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. It is not. 
The CHAIRMAN. Then the gentleman from 

Iowa will have to request permission for that 
statement to be printed in the RECORD when 
we go back in the House. 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. At the proper time I will 
make that request. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. I yield to the gentle
man from Ohio. 

Mr. HAYS. The gentleman made a very in
teresting statement. He said that he thought 
the amendment, which would give the mi
nority one-third of the employees would give 
them a fighting chance. What percentage 
does the gentleman think he would have to 
have to give them a chance? 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Well, my proposal is--and 
it is in blll form before the Congress and it 
is the result of rather thorough study-it 
would be at least 40 percent, but I am willing 
to buy this. I think it is a significant step 
forward. 

If we want to make this the kind of effec
tive Congress that it can be and should be, 
I think we ought to take the amendment 
wit hout amendment. It sets a wonderful 
precedent for the House. 

It aids and abets also and is central also 
to what I call the adversary system that we 
are used to in America. Better opposition
and I think this is true and political scien
tists agree on it-produces better legislation 
in the finality. If the opposition has ade
quate staff to propose good legislation, this 
forces the majority to produce a superior 
product, and then we will have to choose the 
better of two ideas or propositions which are 
presented. 

So I think if we want to improve the Con
gress and its opportunity to function at its 
best, we have got to give the minority a 
chance. This amendment is sound, because it 
does not interfere in situations such as the 
gentleman from New York referred to in his 
committee, where they have recognized the 
minority rights and given the minority an 
opportunity to function properly, and out of 
his committee has come some pretty sig
nificant and meaningful legislation through 
the years, and I think it is an example that it 
works. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I sincerely hope we will 
give sincere consideration to the amendment, 
and that we wlll vote against the amend
ment to the amendment. 

Mr. PoDELL. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike 
the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to the amend
ment to the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Michigan for precisely the same 
reason that I have opposed the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New Jersey. 
It strikes me we are embarking upon a day 
or a week or perhaps weeks of legislative re
organization and we hope legislative reform. 
and it is truly a great day for our House. But 
to bog down the debate on true legislative 
reform with an argument over the patronage 
system to me seems to be completely incon
sistent. 

The notion that by adding more Republi
can Members to the committ ees, we will have 
a more representative type of government 
representing the people of our country is, in
consistent both in fact and in ideology. I 
think we should look forward to having a 
type of legislative in which the staff of our 
committees will be hired on merit and ability 
of men to serve rather than on their political 
party. Certainly we will be departing from 
what I consider to be legislative reform to go 
back to a system in which party application is 
more important than merit. 

I had served 14 years in the State legisla
ture, 12 of them under Republican control. 
We were lucky to be given a seat in the House 
at that time. I think that was unfair. What 
we should do is strike from our rules any 
question of political party insofar as em
ployees or staff are concerned. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle
man yield? 

Mr. PODELL. I yield to the gentleman from 
Ohio. 
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Mr. HAYs. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman 

knows, being a member of the House Com
mittee on Administration, that we have in 
effect for all intents and purposes a rule that 
requires the majority and the minority to get 
together and negotiate out the status of the 
staff. It does not tie it to any hard and fast 
percentage. The gentleman is also aware that 
we do not give them any money until they 
both come in and say they are satisfied and 
that the negotiations have been successfully 
concluded. 

So I am agreed in principle with what the 
gentleman is saying, I merely made a speech 
about this proposed amendment, because I 
wanted to show how consistent the minority 
would be when it came to truly dividing up 
the jobs. They want a third of them here, but 
they do not want us to have any of them 
downtown. I do not say all of them, because 
the distinguished gentleman from Califor
nia, I think, made a very brilliant presen
tation. 

I agree with him. He is one exception, but 
I would say those who vote for this amend
ment on the minority side ought to, if they 
really believe it, then vote for my amend
ment, and I simply offer it in the spirit of 
finding out who is consistent and who is be
ing political. 

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gen
tleman. 

Finally we must give additional credence 
to the possibility of having the Republican 
Party, should this amendment prevail, hav
ing filled its one-third complement, and then 
a man appearing before the committee with 
all the expertise the committee absolutely 
requires, and being denied the opportunity 
to serve merely because the Republican com
plement has now been completed. 

For these reasons we should go back to 
the business of reforming our legislature 
without reference to the patronage system. 

Therefore, I oppose both amendments. 
Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike 

the necessary number of words. 
Mr. Chairman, this amendment should be 

defeated. 
We have the Armed Services Committee. 

We do not even have a minority commit
tee room in our committee. I do not have 
any idea of the political feelings of the staff. 
I do not know which party they belong to. 
I understand the chief counsel is a Republi
can. 

What we are interested in is security. How 
in the name of goodness could we segre
gate our staff and find out what their beliefs 
are and then go out and get security clear
ance on a lot of people? What we want are 
people who are dedicated to America. 

We never discuss that. If anybody raises 
the question of politics in our committee 
he gets shouted down. It has seldom hap
pened-perhaps once since the committee 
was formed. 

We could not do a thing like this. This 
is ridiculous. It is absurd to go out here 
with 30 percent this and 30 percent that. 
It just could not happen. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chairman 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RIVERS. Of course, I yield to the dis
tinguished gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I appreciate the 
complete sincerity of the gentleman now in 
the well, and I am sure he is stating the 
absolute fact when he says he is not aware 
of the political affiliation of those employed 
on the staff of the Armed Services Commit
tee. That is the way it should be. 

I wonder why it is that the gentleman, as 
so many others on this side of the aisle this 
afternoon, has jumped to the conclusion that 
if the minority have the responsibility of 
one-third of the funds for the investigative 
staff they would be more inclined to regard 
partisanship as the main consideration in 
hiring somebody? I believe the gentlemen 
ought to give us credit for having the same 

desire as they have to maintain a nonpartisan 
staff on a committee concerned with national 
security. 

Mr. RIVERS. I am delighted the gentleman 
asked that. We have an investigative commit
tee, and we are interested in getting the job 
done. We do not ask the employees what their 
political persuasions are. 

To get out here and say, "I will take one
third of you, and I will take one-third of 
you, and I will take one-third of you" is the 
most ridiculous thing I have ever heard of. 

Never having been exposed to it, I do not 
know what you are talking about. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
will be gentleman yield further? 

Mr. RIVERS. Of course I yield further. 
Mr. ANDERsoN of Illinois. It is not a ques

tion, as I tried to point out earlier, of parti
sanship. It is a question of having the minor
ity secure in the feeling that they have a 
portion of the staff who are responsible to 
them. 

Mr. RIVERs. We do not have a minority on 
our committee. I do not know what this talk 
is all about. We have a group of dedicated 
Americans who are trying to keep this coun
try free. We could not live under this amend
ment. 

Ask the distinguished minority whip. I 
do not know what this talk is all about. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle
man yield? 

Mr. RIVERS. I yield to the distinguished gen
tleman from Illinois. 

Mr. ARENDS. What the gentleman from 
South Carolina says about our committee 
staff is absolutely true. I myself, the same as 
the gentleman, do not know whether they are 
Republicans or Democrats. I have never 
bothered to ask, because we have one con
cern on that committee, and that is what is 
best for the United States from the stand
point of our military posture. 

Mr. RIVERS. I have observed one thing. We 
adopt our rules and we live by them. When
ever anything comes up, I follow the rules 
of the House. I go and talk with the gentle
man from Illinois (Mr. ARENDS) who repre
sents the minority, and then we decide what 
we are going to do in the committee. We have 
never heard any more about the minority. 
we could not live under a silly thing like 
this. It 1ust could not be done. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, Wlll the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RIVERS. Of course I yield to the gen
tleman from Georgia. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. I appreciate the gentle
man's yielding. I must say I admire the way 
in which the gentleman's committee oper
ates. Unfortunately, all the committees of 
the House do not have that same common
ality of purpose and method as the gen
tleman •s committee. 

Mr. RIVERS. Let me answer by saying: 
"And while the lamp holds out to burn, 
"The vilest sinner may return." 
We may be prophets without honor. 
Mr. BLACKBURN. If the gentleman will 

yield further, I would say that on our 
committee we have very fine staff people 
on both sides, the minority as well as the 
majority. I can assure the gentleman that 
on the Committee on Banking and Currency 
everything in the committee becomes a par
tisan issue to a very distressing degree. If 
every committee operated like that of the 
gentleman in the well, this amendment 
would not be necessary, but unfortunately 
I find that they do not, and therefore I 
support this amendment. 

The CHAmMAN. The time of the gentle
man has expired. 

By unanimous consent, Mr. RIVERs was al
lowed to proceed for 1 additional minute. 

Mr. RIVERS. Of course, I do not question 
the gentleman, but I just never sat on a 
committee like that, and if it is as you say, 
then go ahead and pass it. We will have 
trouble living under it, but if it will change 

some of the things that you say exist, go 
ahead and pass it. I cannot live under it, 
but go ahead and pass it. We do not need 
it. I thought this bill here was for the pur
pose of expediting the business of the House. 
If there ever came a bill before this House 
that will foul it up in more ways than a 
country boy can go to town, I have not 
found it. I do not know when we have had 
one like this. 

Let me tell you something else. Take the 
$20 billion authorization bill that we re
ported out of our committee. It would take 
us so long to get that bill out of committee 
that I think I could retire on that one bill 
in our committee if you followed out some 
of the things that are being adopted here. 
The thing to do as the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. HAYs) said, is to give ,this thing 
a respectful burial and forget it. 

Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike 
the last word. 

I will not take the 5 minutes. I rise to see 
just where we stand. I have had a number of 
compliments from Members that we have not 
attempted to cut off time, and I am not here 
attempting to cut oft' time, but we have been 
on this amendment now for quite some time 
yesterday afternoon and today. All I am seek
ing to do here is to determine how many 
speakers we have left and see if we ca.n get 
unanimous consent for a time certain for a 
vote this afternoon, because there are Mem
bers, I am sure, who would like to attend t() 
other business over the weekend. How many 
Members desire to speak, so we can have an 
idea of what is possible? 

Mr. GmBONs. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. SISK. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. GmBoNs. All I want is 2 minutes. I will 

not ask for 5. 
Mr. SIBK. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 

consent that we vote at 4:20 with a reserva
tion of 5 minutes for the gentleman from 
Missouri. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to there
quest of the gentleman from California? 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, re
serving the right to object, I did not hear the 
time. 

The CHAmMAN. The gentleman will state 
the time again. 

Mr. SisK. Mr. Chairman, the unanimous 
consent request was that we vote at 20 min
utes after 4, with 5 minutes reserved for the 
gentleman from Missouri who would like to 
speak on it. 

The CHAmMAN. On the pending amend
ment before the Committee of the Whole and 
all amendments thereto? 

Mr. SISK. That is correct. 
The CaAmMAN. Is there objection to there

quest of the gentleman from California? 
There was no objection. 
The CHAmMAN. The Chair recognizes the 

gentleman from Indiana (Mr. JACOBs). 
(Mr. JACOBS asked and was given permis

sion to revise and extend his remarks.) 
Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, I take this time 

to address myself to the remarks of the gen
tleman from Illinois because he seemed some
what puzzled by the response from the pre
vious speaker in the well. 

The system that is advanced here by the 
previous speaker in the well is known as the 
"angel system of government." Those who 
are above politics do not need rules. Laws are 
not needed in a society of angels. But maybe, 
just maybe, Congress does not consist of 
angels. Therefore, I urge rule by law here, 
rather than "rule by man"--even "the Man." 
That is why I support the amendment by 
the gentleman from New Jersey. Goodwill is 
a fine thing. But just in case we are dealing 
with men and women here, and not angels, 
let us put fair play in writing. That way we 
will be sure not to forget. I think committee 
chairmen would find they could live with it, 
perhaps not live it up so much. But do not 
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shed a tear. Life can go on-maybe even be 
beautiful-for more people. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL). 

(Mr. DINGELL asked and was given permis
sion to revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, this discussion 
appears to be getting cast in terms of parti
sanship. I do not think it is partisan at all. 
Our goal here is to have a workable set of 
rules under which this body may operate. 
The fragmenting of any staff ls extremely 
bad. I think every member of every commit
tee should be able to call to the fullest ex
tent upon members of the committee staff. 
I recognize the need for minority staffing. 

Mr. Chairman, I would call the members 
of the Committee's attention to the commit
tee language which appears on page 75 of the 
bill and which sets out what we should have 
in the way of committee staff. It says: 

"(3) The professional staff members of each 
standing committee--

"(A) Shall be appointed on a permanent 
basis, without regard to political affiliation, 
and solely on the basis of fitness to perform 
the duties of their respective positions;" 

That is what the committee staff should be, 
whether it be professional or investigative, 
and any language which would change that 
fundamental concept would usurp and would 
inject a partisan viewpoint and any partisan 
viewpoint in the hands of the staff would be 
bad. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. GIBBONS). 

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given per
mission to revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. GIBBoNs. Mr. Chairman, before we go 
further, let me read. The Thompson amend
ment is on page 23, line 14, and reads as 
follows: 

"The minority party of any such standing 
committee is entitled to, upon request, not 
less than one-third of the funds provided 
for the operation of that committee." 

That means in a case where you operate 
largely on a bipartisan basis, where you op
erate with a chairman who is able to per
form in that manner, you do not have to 
divide the funds and the minority, perhaps, 
would not ask for them. 

Mr. Chairman, I serve on the Subcommit
tee on Accounts of the House Administra
tion Committee and there are committees 
where there is no problem like this. But, 
there is definitely a problem here and in my 
opinion the long debate which we have had 
on this subject has pointed it out. 

Mr. Chairman, I would urge and remind 
my fellow colleagues on the majority side 
that the tables can always turn but I hope 
they will not turn. However, I think it would 
be a good idea to set a constructive prece
dent now. I urge the adoption of the Thomp
son amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. LOWEN
STEIN). 

(Mr. LoWENSTEIN asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 

[Mr. LOWENSTEIN addressed the Commit
tee. His remarks will appear hereafter In 
the Extensions of Remarks.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. ScHWENGEL). 

(Mr. SCHWENGEL asked and was given per
mission to revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. ScHWENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment without amend
ment. The minority staffing provisions of the 
bill be stricter in order that the spirit of the 
new rule cannot be violated. I assure the 
members of the Rules Committee which re
ported this bill that I appreciate their work 
on this aspect, but I and several of my col
leagues of both parties have discovered a 
loophole in the proposed rules which we 
belleve must be plugged. 

The minority party has been severely 
hampered in past years, particularly with the 

increase in the workload and the complexity 
of our problems, because of inadequate staff 
on the committees. As a group of distin
guished political scientists has said: 

"To deny the Minority in Congress access 
to adequate representation on Committee 
staff eliminates the opportunity for a mi
nority to act responsibly after a careful ex
amination of the problems under consider
ation." 

The minority party has been forced to act 
with a lack of adequate data and evaluation 
in several subject areas, and has, as a result, 
often been unable to offer complete and 
complex alternatives to legislation. 

The members of the Rules Committee have 
evidently seen the need for an active and 
competent loyal opposition in order to im
prove our alternatives, and they have seen 
fit to take a step in the direction of solving 
the problem in the current bill. As the chair
man of a Republican conference subcom
mittee which studied the problem of minor
ity staffing, I have become quite well ac
quainted with the subject, and I and several 
of my colleagues, particularly my fellow Re
publican Mr. CLEVELAND and two of our 
Democrat counterparts, Mr. THoMPSON and 
Mr. WAGGONNER have discovered some cracks 
in the wall, and we are working to fl.ll them 
with this amendment. 

Though it is true that there are no mi
nority staffing problems on many commit
tees, there are some which have proved un
acceptable. Specifically, the problem is that 
the staff hired by the minority is subject to 
the veto of the entire committee, which 
gives the majority party the power to deny 
competent personnel to the minority. This 
fiaw is unacceptable, as, I am sure, the ma
jority party would agree if the minority 
were to have a veto over its staff. I would 
hasten to add that the present majority 
party may not always enjoy such status. 

Our amendment provides for the separate 
hiring by either party of the allotted num
ber of staff personnel. Neither party will have 
a say in whom the other shall appoint to 
its professional or clerical positions. This 
provision would be extremely helpful in the 
minority's attempt at fulfilling the role of a 
loyal opposition, thereby contributing to the 
upgrading of the legislation which would 
result from an improved and more dynamic 
adversary system. 

This change is relatively minor, particu
larly in view of the enormous benefits which 
would accrue. The current situation, in 
which the majority has a veto power, dis
tresses me, and I ask your support in chang
ing the bill to permit the minority sole hir
ing and fl.rlng power over the minority staff. 
This amendment stems from a bipartisan 
effort and 1s supported by a broad spectrum 
of the Members. I ask you to join us in this 
effort. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr. FoUN
TAIN). 

Mr. FOUNTAIN. I rise in opposition to both 
the Thompson and Dingell amendments. I 
think this idea of allocating at least one
third of the staff of each committee to the 
minority is a dangerous precedent, regardless 
of which party might now or hereafter be 
in control of the Congress or either of its 
branches. 

If there are committees where the minor
ity is inadequately Ptaffed to assist it in car
rying out its responsibilities to the people, 
then we should do something about the situ
ation on those particular committees. But 
let us not saddle all of the legislative com
mittees in the Congress with two separate 
and distinct staffs. Where any minority, 
whether they be representatives of a political 
party or within a political party, needs staff 
help to enable them to get their job done, 
they should have it, and on the vast majority 
of the committees in the Congress, I am told 
that they do have it. 

I happen to have the privtlege and respon
sibility of chairing an investigative subcom
mittee of the Committee on Government 
Operations. Fortunately, under present cir
cumstances, with the splendid minority 
membership we have on that subcommittee, 
I would have no fears of their unwise use 
of any additional staff they may need. We 
have wonderful cooperation on that commit
tee, and a nonpartisan experienced profes
sional staff. The gentlewoman from New Jer
sey (Mrs. DWYER) is the ranking minority 
member of our subcommittee and of the full 
Committee on Government Operations. We 
also have among the minority the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) and the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. VANDER JAGT). They are 
not only among our most able and competent 
members, but they have been nonpartisan 
in their labors. Ours has been a nonpartisan 
committee. 

It has not mattered which administration 
has been in power. We have endeavored to 
exercise our surveillance responsibilities over 
the agencies under our jurisdiction without 
regard to the political affiliation of their 
heads, or of the party in power. I think this 
has been substantially true with every other 
subcommittee of the Committee on Govern
ment Operations. 

Let me emphasize--ours is an investiga
tive committee which requires experienced 
nonpartisan professional people whose con
cern is objectivity and whose dedication is to 
honest and efficient government service. Our 
investigations are the responsib11ity of the 
majority of the members of that committee, 
and especially the members of the majority 
political party. For one subcommittee or a 
committee to have two separate investiga
tive staffs which may feel obligated to op
pose or check on each other and make sep
arate investigations could result in an ex
tremely costly and unwieldly situation. 

Whether the professional staff members 
be Republicans or Democrats, no committee 
can do an adequate job unless the members 
of a staff work together. This has been the 
case on our subcommittee and the staff 
have been accessible to all members of the 
subcommittee--Democrats and Republicans 
alike. In addition, there is the minority staff 
which has limited responsib111ties--primar
lly to assist the minority members. And if 
a particular committee has not provided 
adequate staff for the minority for that pur
pose then we should do something about that 
particular situation. 

On the Government Operations Commit
tee, for example, I feel sure that the gentle
man from Ca.lifornia (Mr. HoLIFIELD), who 
will be permanent chairman of that commit
tee during the next Congress, if our party is 
still in power-and other members of the 
majority party, will cooperate with the mi
nority members to the end that they have 
adequate staffs. The distinguished minority 
leader of our committee, the gentlewoman 
from New Jersey (Mrs. DwYER) will have no 
problem in this respect. I am sure she would 
treat us the same way. The House Adminis
tration Committee has helped this situation 
and will, I am sure, cont inue to do so where 
there are justified complaints. If inequities 
exist and are not corrected by the committee 
themselves, then the House can act. 

I am satisfied that no member of the 
minority of the subcommittee which I hap
pen to chair, will contend that he or she has 
not had full access to the professional staff 
of our subcommittee in addition to their own 
minority staff, and all of the records and facts 
uncovered by the full committee staff. While 
we have had wonderful relations with the 
splendid members of the minority party now 
serving on the Government Operations Com
mittee, I am fearful that an increase in per
sonnel in excess of the actual needs of a 
minority of whichever party, regardless of 
which political party may be in control of 
the Congress, could well lead to a lot of un-
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necessary trouble, confusion, and even em
barrassment to the minority members, as 
well as to the Full Committee. You see the 
majority members have no special staff. The 
staff are actually supervised by committee 
chairmen on behalf of the full committees. 
So in a way, the minority already have an 
advantage over the other members. 

I think an of us who have had chairman
ship responsibilities on investigative com
mittees, can well appreciate the inherent 
dangers of opening the door of opportunity 
to partisanship among staff members. It took 
us on the Government Operative Committee 
years to get this kind of staff. They are hard 
to keep. They are dedicated to the Congress 
and to the members of the committees on 
which they serve. I can not speak as strongly 
about legislative committees as I can about 
the Investigative Committee on Government 
Operations; but on that committee, I am 
satisfied there should be-in fact effective 
action requires-cooperative understanding 
not just among all committee members, but 
between the staff seeing the full committee 
and the limited staff selected to serve just 
the minority. It is an erroneous impression 
to conclude that because one political party 
is in power, the staff selected by the majority 
party serves only the majority. They serve 
all of the members, while those selected 
primarily to assist the minority serve the 
minority. That is as it should be. 

Let me emphasize again that I strongly 
support an adequate staff primarily for the 
minority members on a committee to assist 
them in research, in the preparation of their 
own views, and so forth, but not the right to 
"at least a third" of the entire staff on a 
committee or such a large staff that it could 
well become a stumbling block to the efficient 
and effective assumption by the full com
mittee or subcommittee of their responsi
bilities to both the Congress and the Amer
ican people. 

Again, if there are inequities or injustices, 
let us eliminate them. If the full committees 
do not do it, let us do it here in the House, 
but let us not saddle all the committees of 
the Congress, and this Congress with a new 
staff quota system which we may live to re
gret. The rules we are about to adopt may 
well be the rules of this House for many years 
to come. Let us be careful not to adopt an 
expensive and unworkable patronage staffing 
system. We have already had enough un
happy experiences with some of the anti
quated rules we now have. 

Although all of us are elected to the Con
gress as members of a particular political 
party, once we get here and are assigned to 
committees, as members of those committees, 
we have a responsibility to the entire Con
gress and to all of the American people. 

I therefore urge my colleagues to vote 
against these amendments and wherever 
there are inequities, let us deal with them 
individually, without imposing upon every 
committee an expensi"vc and rigid staffing 
system which is neither wise nor necessary. 

(Mr. FoUNTAIN asked and was given per
mission to revise and extend his remarks.) 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. Mn.LER). 

Mr. Mn.LER of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, during 
yesterday afternoon, and also today, we have 
heard a great deal of debate and discussion 
about a particular amendment. It seems that 
we have gone down the road quite a distance, 
and we are only on page 23. 

If we are interested in really reforming and 
improving the operation of the legislative 
branch of the Federal Government we should 
get on with the business, because if we be
come bogged down with every amendment 
like we are today we undoubtedly will take 
the rest of the year just trying to unravel 
what we are entangling so quickly. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from California (Mr. SMITH). 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. SMITH of Cali
fornia yielded his time to Mr. BOLLING). 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. BoLLING). 

Mr. BoLLING. Mr. Chairman, the subcom
mittee that dealt with this matter for 15 
months anticipated this debate, and it has 
heard nothing new, and there have been no 
surprises. We heard all of the same things 
said, almost, either in the open hearings or 
in statements presented to us in public and 
private and other fashion. 

It is very clear that there is a very con
siderable division in the House, and an 
honest division, as to the way in which we 
should staff our committees. 

Now, it is important to clarify a few things. 
I am sure more by accident than otherwise, 
a Member or two misrepresented the final 
report of the Joint Committee on Organiza
tion. The Joint Committee on Organization 
consistently held to the view which is ex
pressed in its final report on page 22: 

"In seeking to provide protection for the 
minority, it would be an error to divide the 
entire staff of each committee along partisan 
lines, or to require a staff allocation for the 
minority proportionate to its representation 
on the committee ... " 

The evidence, the testimony of those who 
have studied this the longest, and who are 
completely objective in their approach in 
that they are outside the institution, is that 
it is a mistake to go to a partisan staff. 

It is a mistake in two ways. 
First, it tends to exacerbate the natural 

divisions that exist in a basically two-party 
legislative body. 

Curiously enough, to all of us who are 
partisan, the fact of the matter is that the 
public interest is not necessarily the sum of 
the reconciliation of the differences between 
the two parties. It may be something less
it may be something more. 

But those of us on the subcommittee and 
the full committee recognize the validity of 
the point made, that the minority should be 
"protected." 

It is ridiculous to talk of a committee staff 
as the only resources available to the major
ity or the minority. We all know that we 
have all kinds of resources other than those 
that reside here on the Hill. I, for example, 
can call on any economist in the United 
States, because I have been for 20 years a 
member of the Joint Economic Committee, 
and he will be delighted even to come to 
Washington to discuss a serious problem. 

I have had that experience recently as 
chairman of the subcommittee of the Joint 
Economic Committee, I took a trip last fall 
to look at regional planning and housing. 
The best qualified staff member of the joint 
committee available to me was a Republican. 
We had a fine trip and we made a useful 
report. 

I think we have lost our approach. As soon 
as you provide one-third for the minority, 
then you inevitably respond with two-thirds 
to the majority. This particular amendment 
goes to a particular kind of staffing. It is the 
kind of staffing that is taken care of not by 
law but by resolution, which is then imple
mented through a resolution of the Commit
tee on House Administration. It is the special 
staff over and above the standard staff, and it 
is clear that the Committee on House Ad
ministration in a flexible fashion is taking 
care of the problem. 

On the permanent staff the committee has 
a proposition which has the virtues of pro
tecting the minority and yet leaves in the 
hands of the majority, which is responsible 
for the organization of the Congress and the 
organization of the committee, the final say. 

In that language it is absolutely clear to 
any fairminded person that the standing 
regular professional staff of six shall include 
the minority chosen members. The only re
servation is that they perform on good be
havior-not only a policy question-but that 
they be people of good character and of 
proven qualifications. 

This was the conclusion that was arrived 
at unanimously by the only group of people 
who heard any Member of the Congress who 
desired to be heard. We had open hearings 
and not as many showed up there as we had 
hoped-any more than there as many people 
on this fioor as we had hoped. 

It was a unanimous decision on a bipar
tisan basis. We are completely convinced that 
we came to a solution, as proposed by the 
Joint Committee on Organization, which will 
best serve the Congress and the Nation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. DINGELL) to the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. THOMPSON). 

The amendment to the amendment was 
rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. THOMPSON). 

The question was taken; and on a division 
(demanded by Mr. SISK) there were-ayes 78, 
noes 53. 

Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, I demand tellers. 
Tellers were ordered, and the Chairman ap

pointed as tellers Mr. THOMPSON of New 
Jersey and Mr. SIBK. 

The Cominittee again divided, and the 
tellers reported that there were ayes 105, 
noes 63. 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I herewith 
call to the attention of my colleagues and 
others a dissertation on minroity staffing au
thored by a distinguished Member of Con
gress Mr. JAMEs CLEVELAND of New Hamp
shire, with discussion on congressional re
form. They are pertinent and valuable for 
all who are interested in a more effective 
Congress. 

[From "We Propose: A Modern Congress") 
THE NEED FOR INCREASED MINORITY STAFFING 

(By JAMES C. CLEVELAND, M.C.) * 
rNTRODUCTORY NOTE 

The adequacy of congressional staffing in a 
broader sense involves the continuing efficacy 
of Congress vis-a-vis the President. the sur
vival o! representative government is directly 
at stake. 

In many areas of the world during recent 
years, we have witnessed a decline in the 
power of established parliaments and a shift 
of that power to the executive. The sub
ordination of the power of newly established 
parliaments to the executive in the emerging 
nations of Mrica and Asia underscores that 
trend. One of the most notorious instances 
of a decline in the power of an established 
parliament occurred recently in France, where 
the French people, with apparent willing
ness, accepted the transfer of important pow
ers from the legislature to the executive. 

It should be pointed out to those who can 
watch a drift away from representative gov
ernment with equanimity, that it was such 
a trend which paved the way for the ascend
ancy of Hitler. Lack of representative gov
ernment is also a characteristic of the 
Communist-doininated countries of today. 

The need for establishing new rules in 
Congress to insure the minority party an 

•Mr. Cleveland represents the 2nd Con
gressional District of New Hampshire. Be
fore his election to Congress in 1962, he 
served 12 years in the New Hampshire State 
Senate where he was a Majority Floor Leader 
for four years, Chairman of the Judiciary 
Committee and, at various times, a member 
of eight additional committees. In Congress 
he is a member of the House Public Works 
Committee and was recently named to the 
Joint Committee on the Organization of 
Congress succeeding former Rep. Griffin, now 
a U.S. Senator. Mr. Cleveland's wife, Hilary, 
teaches Government and History at Colby 
Junior ·CoHege for Women in New London, 
N.H., the Cleveland's home. 
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adequate supply of professional staff on 
committees is of overriding importance. It 
must be met promptly if Congress is to ful
fill its constitutionally assigned functions 
as a co-equal branch of government. 

This is a problem that has engaged and 
troubled many minds, inside Congress and 
out, in partisan and nonpartisan context, for 
many years. The work of this chapter is 
founded on much preceding labor by many 
hands as well as on my own experience and 
observations. 

While it would be impossible for me to 
acknowledge everyone who has contributed 
to the development of this issue, I do wish 
particularly to acknowledge the work of the 
Honorable Fred Schwengel of Iowa, who was 
Chairman of the old House Republican Con
ference Subcommittee on Increased Minor
ity Staffing, the predecessor to the present 
Task Force. I also wish to acknowledge the 
invaluable work of Miss Mary Mcinnis, staff 
assistant to the present Task Force. 

The serious threat to an effective Congress, 
and therefore to representative government 
itself, which is posed by the lack of adequate 
staff for the minority has not been fully 
understood, even by some members of the 
minority. Interest and concern is growing, 
however, and the time is not far off when, I 
believe, the majority of both parties in Con
gress will realize what adequate minority 
staffing would really mean for them in terms 
of increasing their effectiveness-and that 
of representative government. 

One of the best statements of the issue 
was published on March 15, 1963, by the 
Schwengel Subcommittee and signed by the 
following political scientists: Dr. Robert J. 
Huckshorn, Bethesda, Maryland; Dr. Howard 
Penniman, Chairman, Department of Gov
ernment, Georgetown University; Dr. Frank
lin Burdette, Bethesda, Maryland; Dr. 
Brownlee S . Corrin, Goucher College, Balti
more, Maryland; Dr. George carey, George
town University; and Dr. Russell Ross, Uni· 
versity of Iowa. I quote it 'here in full: 

"POLITICAL SCIENTISTS' STATEMENT ON 
MINORITY STAFFING 

"The committee staff function at the con
gressional level is not being fulfilled. And a 
failure to do so is not only unfair, but it 
is a threat to the tradition of representative 
government. Responsibility for this condi
tion falls upon the Democratic Party leader
ship in Congress. 

"To deny the Minority in Congress access 
to adequate representation on Committee 
staffs eliminates the opportunity for a 
minority to act responsibly after a careful 
examination of the problems under con
sideration. Congressmen in this difficult 
and complex period of our history, requires 
access to data and evaluation in those sub
ject areas to which they are given responsi
bility as Committee members. It is obvious 
that this work cannot be placed regularly 
with their own office staffs, which have 
functions very different from those of a 
Commmittee. It is obvious, in light of policy 
formulation patterns at all levels of govern
ment, that the adversarial technique of law 
and politics in this country requires a per
sonal relationship in which a congressman 
can develop confidence with the professional 
staff members. This is why, of course, the 
President has a high degree of control over 
his White House staff, as well as at many 
policy-making levels in the Executive 
Departments. 

"Some have argued that an increase in 
minority staffing of congressional committees 
would jeopardize the recent 'professionaliza
tion' of these staffs. We do not believe that 
this is true. There is no reason why such 
'professionalization' cannot take place in a 
bipartisan framework. What is needed are 
professional staff members separately respon
sible to the majority and the minority. The 
demand that a substantially larger portion of 
the professional staff be responsible to the 

minority members is wholly reasonable and 
within the best democratic traditions. 

"Congressional committee staff members 
are not intended to serve the same function 
as staff members in the Legislative Reference 
Service. Nor should they. The Committee 
staff must possess high levels of competence. 
It is equally important, however, that there 
exists mutual confidence between the con
gressmen and the staff members. This con
fidence is not possible when a minority party, 
be it Democrat or Republican (and there iS 
always the possibility of reversal of role), 
does not have access to adequate and quali
fied professional staff members of its own 
selection. 

"The existing position is more than unfor
tunate; it is a subtle denial of freedom of 
effective speech, of which Congress as a body 
purports to be justly proud. It hinders rea
soned debate that alone can lead to just 
solution of legislative problems. It prevents 
the minority from carrying out its major 
democratic ftmction of knowledgeable criti
cism. 

"The country cannot afford gamesmanship 
or petty, cheap politics at the congressional 
level. Yet, we are witnessing an outstanding 
e:xrunple of partisan pettiness in the denial 
to the minority in Congress the right to exer
cise its legislative function by refusing to 
grant it necessary staff support." 

The issue has also engaged the earnest 
attention of thoughtful members of the pre
sent majority party. In his testimony before 
the Joint Committee on the Organization of 
Congress, Rep. JohnS. Monag.an (D., Conn.), 
stated: 

"The capacity of the minority to examine 
and criticize should not be abridged, but 
should be preserved as a basic strength of 
our system." 1 

In the course of these same hearings, Rep. 
David S. King (D., Utah), expanded this 
line of thought: " ... a formula must be 
found for balancing the personnel of the 
committee staffs more equitably between the 
majority and minority parties. . . . In my 
opinion, the balance of personnel between 
the two parties on the committee staffs 
should more nearly approximate the division 
of party strength in the House itself .... " 2 

One more quotation will help set forth the 
urgency of the issue, Dr. James A. Robinson, 
professor of political science at the Univer
sity of Ohio, writes: 

"It is not fairness, however, that consti
tutes the most compelling argument for pro
viding minorities with a staff almost equal 
in number with that of the majority. The 
best argument is that the improved per
formance of the minority members helps to 
strengthen the legislative way of life. If the 
majority party becomes increasingly aligned 
with the executive branch ... then we must 
look to the minority to check the majority 
and in so doing to provide the necessary 
counterbalance to executive power. Hence, 
generous allocations of minority staffing are 
essential to the normative theory of Con
gress." s 

The present situation is deplorable. Al
though precise figures on majority-minority 
divisions among committee staffs in the 
House have proven impossible to obtain, re
search into committee payrolls, conducted 
both by the old Schwengel Subcommittee 
and my own Task Force, establish a general 
ratio of about 10 to 1 in favor of the ma
jority. 

Some committees--e.g., Armed Services, 
House Administration, and the Un-American 
Activities Committee-list no personnel as 
responsible to the minority. 

One rough measure of the discrepancy in 
staffing is that counsel assigned to the mi
nority often do not receive as much pay as 
majority counsel. Naturally, this creates dif
ficult recruitment problems for the minority. 

Footnotes at end of article. 

There has never been any suggestion that 
minority members of Congress should be paid 
less than Congressmen belonging to the ma
jority party, and the principle is precisely 
the same in the case of staff. It makes no 
more sense to pay minority staff personnel 
less for equal work than majority staffers 
than it would to pay less to minority Con
gressmen themselves. 

In fairness, however, it must be conceded 
that minority leaders on committees do not 
aways press as hard as they should to obtain 
salary equity for minority counsel. This con
dition, however, merely reinforces the need 
to establish the equal pay principle by legis
lation. 

Even in the cases of committees which do 
list staff members as assigned specifically to 
assist the minority, those employees are ulti
mately responsible to the committee chair
man, who is always a member of the majority 
party. By that I mean that they cannot be 
hired without the chairman's approval; their 
salaries are subject to the approval of the 
majority, and often their physical location is 
determined by the majority. Thus, nowhere 
in the House does the minority party have 
guaranteed to it an unobstructed conduit to 
information vital to the success of its adver
sary role under our two-party system. 

We Republicans, currently in the minority, 
are often accused of mere obstructionism 
and !j.re charged with failure to come up with 
constructive alternatives. Under the extreme
ly hampering conditions in which we must 
operate, it is remarkable that we have done 
as well as we have. When the majority party 
not only controls all committee personnel 
but, as is the case at present, has exclusive 
access to the vast resources of advice, infor
mation, and power in all the federal agen
cies, the minority party is at a terrible dis
advantage. This is very bad for representative 
government, because it chokes off responsi
ble criticism and seriously cramps the ca
pacity of the public to find out what is 
going on so it can form independent judg
ments. The ability to reach sound policy 
decisions for the nation, both in foreign and 
domestic affairs, is critically hobbled in these 
circumstances. 

In spite of its handicaps, the Republican 
Party is doing a creditable job in its present 
minority status in the House. This is re
flected in the increase in the number of 
Minority Views and Supplemental Views by 
Republicans appearing in committee reports 
on various bills. These minority views per
form a vital function under the adversary 
system and represent a valuable distlllation 
of opposition views. Often they form the 
basis of future legislation or corrections to 
existing programs. 

In my own Committee on Public Works, I 
use this vehicle quite frequently even when 
I am in accord with the general purposes of 
the particular legislation. They are the best 
means of establishing for the permanent rec
ord an assessment of fiaws in generally ac
ceptable legislation and, of course, they serve 
to expound detailed arguments in opposi
tion to legislation deemed unacceptable. 

They can be used quite dramatically to 
capture attention for minority positions that 
otherwise tend to be overlooked by the news 
media, which tend to concentrate on the ac
tivities of the majority party. I put into 
verse my supplemental views opposing the 
legislation authorizing an official mansion 
for the Vice-President.' This poet ic device 
had never been used before in an official con
gressional report on a bill and that fact was 
what got the most attention. At the same 
time, however, my reasons for opposing the 
bill also received wide publicity that we 
couldn't afford it at this time and that it 
was singularly inappropriate to build a 
luxurious mansion for the Vice-President 
while the country was at war and our serv
icemen are badly housed in many parts of 
the country. After the bill was approved, the 



58 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE January 21, 1971 
President ordered an indefinite halt to the 
project, using much the same reasoning. 

Minority views have frequently influenced 
the course of legislation. Notable examples 
include the Manpower Development and 
Training Act, which was almost completely 
rewritten on the basis of Republican pro
posals before it was passed; the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964; and Medicare, among many oth
ers. Minority views on the anti-poverty pro
gram and the Participation Sales Act have 
had great impact in the country and will 
almost certainly lead to future reforms, if 
not in this Congress, then hopefully in the 
next. 

The Legi slative Reorganization Act 
The Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 

streamlined committee jurisdictions and re
duced the number of standing committees 
of the House from 48 to 19. As a result of the 
Act , provisions for more uniform procedure 
were written into the standing Rules of the 
House, including the provision that each 
committee, other than the Committee on Ap
propriations "is authorized to appoint by 
majority vote of the committee not more 
than four professional staff members on a 
permanent basis without regard to political 
affiliations and solely on the basis of fitness 
to perform the duties of the ofiice." 

Rule XI further provides that: 
"Professional staff members shall not en

gage in any work other than committee. busi
ness and no other duties may be assigned to 
them." 

In actual practice, both the spirit and let
ter of the law have been violated. (One of 
the most flagrant examples of such a viola
tion occurred in my own Committee on 
Public Works when it was under control of 
the previous chairman, former Representa
tive Charles Buckley of New York. We dis
covered that the committee payroll contain
ed the names of nine persons who were never 
known to have done any work for the com
mittee or had never even been seen in Wash
ington. They were assigned to work for the 
chairman in his own Congressional District 
in the Bronx. I condemned the situation 
publicly and this expose perhaps was a con
tribution to the chairman's defeat in a party 
primary.& With this defeat, the problem 
ended. Under its new administration the 
Public Works Committee is operating fairly 
once again and is one of the committees 
which gives reasonable, though not ade
quate, consideration to the minority mem
bership in the matter of staff. Eight employ
ees are assigned to the minority out of a 
staff of around 40. However the chairman 
insists upon paying minority staff members 
substantially less than majority personnel 
performing similar duties.) 

I question the wisdom of ever incorporat
ing into the standing rules governing any 
legislative body such specific language as 
that contained in Rule XI, which, to repeat, 
provides that each committee may appoint 
"not more than four professional staff mem
bers." Twenty years ago the authors of the 
Reorganization Act could not even foresee 
the need for a standing committee on Sci
ence and Astronautics (which was added in 
1958. Today this committee, which must 
oversee one of the largest Government agen
oies, the National Aeronautics and Space Ad
ministration, with an annual budget totaling 
over $5 billion, operates with one of the 
smallest staffs in the House. other commit
tees have augmented their staffs through 
extra authorizations by the House Adminis
tration Coanm.ittee for "investigative" or ad
ditional professional personnel. The Science 
and Astronautics Committee, however, con
tinues to function with only four profes
sional staff employees. In the words of one 
of the Committee's members: 

"Anyone who has served on this committee 
and participated in the markup of the NASA 

Footnotes at end of article. 

authorization bill knows that, while the de
sire is there and the intentions good, there 
are instances when many members must in
evitably conclude on a given item that they 
just don't know with assurance whether or 
not it is reasonable.8 

But this is not the whole story. The com
mittee on Appropriations was carefully ex
empted from any celling on the hiring of 
employees; yet some of its members suffer 
from a shortage of expert assistance! The 
entire federal budget, program by program 
and agency by agency, goes through this 
committee--which assigns only one profes
sional staff person to each of its subcommit
tees with the exception of the Subcommittee 
on Defense and Independent Offices. 

"How does a member know that the post 
office needs so many trucks, or so many mail
bags? How does a member know that a. Coast 
Guard station is obsolete and should be dis
continued? We have in the past had to use 
our common sense and rely on the people 
who have made a request. But if someone 
were to come to them and say: 'Do you know, 
or does t he committee know, this or that for 
a fact?' the only honest answer we can give 
is, 'Well, this is how the executdve branch 
justified their request.' " 7 

Without competent and adequate commit
tee staffing, Congress is at a distinct dis
advantage vis-a-vis the executive branch. 
Without such staff assistance, the over
whelmilng task of checking on the operation 
of government becomes impossible. And 
without checking the myriad details, Con
gress can only pay lip service to its consti
tutional duty of control over government 
expenditures. 

By law, each of the standing committees is 
required to report the names, positions and 
salaries of all of its employees every six 
months. These lists are duly printed in the 
Congressional Record. Simple enough? Try 
ferreting out the physical location of all of 
these people! 

"The student of committees," wrote for
mer British M.P. Kenneth Wheare, "has to 
make a choice. Either he can try to hack his 
way through the jungle on foot, or he can try 
to get a. bird's eye view of the terrain from 
the air. If he chooses the first alternative, 
the most he can hope for is to clear a. por
tion of his territory; if he chooses the sec
ond, the most he can hope for is to produce 
a. rough sketch-map of the whole area.'' 11 

How true this is. Our Task Force has tried 
both approaches. 

The push for reform of the minority staff
ing question is, and has been, hampered by 
two major underlying fundamental condi
tions, which must be reported. 

First, there is an absence of any consensus 
among the members of either party as to the 
proper role of Congress in the 1960's. Should 
Congress concede its loss of initiative in 
policy-making and bill-drafting to the exec
utive and become more of an agency for 
oversight of the administration? Or should 
Congress attempt to regain some of its ini
tiative in the legislative process and be con
tent with a general overseeing function? The 
question does not have to be answered to 
bolster the case for increa.esd committee 
staffing, because either direction calls for 
expert assistance and independent sources of 
information to serve Congress. (Clearly, ana
tional debate over the role of Congress in the 
twentieth century is in order. The Adminis
tration, the academic community, the press, 
and interested citizens throughout the 
country should join. This book is an at
tempt by House Republicans to get the dia
logue moving in a meaningful and construc
t! ve manner.) 

The second condition we found in the 
committee staffing situation is the prevalent 
abuse of committee staff people by individ
ual members of both parties. To reiterate the 
injunction of Standing Rule XI: 

"Professional staff members shall not en
gage in any work other than committee busi-

ness and no other duties may be assigned to 
them." 

Candor compels me to admit this rule is 
sometimes violated. Professional staff em
ployees are sometimes commandeered to 
write speeches or do other chores for in
dividual Members that are not directly con
nected with the business of the committee, 
to handle constituent mail on matters of no 
relevance to the committee, and even to 
engage in activities directly concerned with 
the re-election of a Member. We turned up 
a. distressing number of instances in which 
committee employees were physically quar
tered, not in the committee staff room, but 
in the personal offices of committee mem
bers. (Part of this situation is undoubtedly 
due to space limitations, however. A staffer 
may be assigned to a Member's personal of
fice in some instances because there is sim
ply not room for him in the limited commit
tee quarters. Another reason may be that, 
because of his committee responsibilities, the 
individual Member may wish to have his 
staff adviser readily a-ccessible. This would 
be particularly true where the Congress
man's ofiice was located inconveniently far 
from the committee offices.) 

There is also the fact that Members of 
the minority party have failed to prosecute 
actively the case for increased sta.illng. In an 
extensive survey of Republican Members' at
titudes with respect to the work and staffing 
of their committees, we found roughly two
thirds dissatisfied with the performance of 
their committee in the exercise of oversight 
of the Administration. Yet, we are able to 
document a grand total of only eleven in
stances in which minority Members were 
denied requests for additional committee 
staff help! (One reason, undoubtedly, is that 
minority Members know from painful ex
perience that it is pointless to make such 
requests because they have invariably been 
turned down.) This does not, of course, ne
gate the case for better staffing for the mi
nority; it does point up the educational job 
we have to do on our own side of the aisle 
as well as generally. 

It is hoped that this chapter will form 
part of this educational process. 

THE ADVERSARY SYSTEM 

This writer, in common with most respon
sible political observers, believes firmly in the 
two-party system. The system has evolved 
naturally from the early days of our Repub
lic as the best means for organizing dis
agreement in a. diverse society. 

The importance of the two-party system 
goes, indeed, far deeper than simply the "firm 
belief" of this author or of any other observer. 
The two-party system is the vital ingredient 
that has made possible the success of our 
government. Throughout our history, the 
interplay between two broadly based, widely 
inclusive national political parties has en
abled the country to overcome, in large meas
ure, those regional differences and conflicts 
between social and economic interests that, 
in many other democracies, result in the 
formation of numerous, specialized parties, 
none able to speak for the whole nation, or 
worse, to dictatorship. 

The capacity of our two-party system to 
resist :the divisive formaition of effeC'tive third 
pa:r.ties has been the salvation of America. 
Freed from 1the worst excesses of enervating 
factionalism, our country has been able to 
develop in freedom her enormous natural re
sources and to achieve fulfillment, in great 
measure, of the individual rigblts guaranteed 
by our Constitution. That document alone 
could not have provided :this result wtthout 
the proper ins·truments to carry in into effect. 
The impotence of mere documeruts is nowhere 
better to be seen, for example, than in the 
Soviet Union, where maximum tyranny 
reigns under the regis of one of the world's 
most liberal written constitution. In our 
case, the most effeotlve political instrument 
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for the fulfillment of our Constitution's 
promise is the two-party system. 

The evolut.ton of the system followed log
ically from our Anglo-Saxon tradition of jur
isprudence, which is the root of all American 
legal institutions. 

It is based on the adversary system. The 
right to counsel and the right to be judged 
on the facts pertaining to the issue are rights 
that are stamped indelibly on the minds and 
hearts of the American people. Through the 
adversary system we get more information 
on which to base our judgments. Under ideal 
conditions, each side has complete freedom 
to develop relevant information and present 
its arguments. The end result is the produc
tion of the greatest possible amount of in
formation, and therefore, the greatest pos
sible understanding for those who must ren
der deoisions. 

Much the same adversary technique is seen 
in business competition as well. Competition 
in business leads to better products at lower 
costs and to improved public understanding 
of the products themselves as well as the 
nature of business. Competition is the eco
nomic st rength of the nation, and in the 
marketplace of ideas the principle is of equal 
importance. 

This tradition is as applicable to a legis
lative body as it is to a court of law. Under 
free government, each party is permitted to 
present its views fully. Most important, the 
system protects the rights of minorities while 
allowing the will of the majority to prevail. 

The success of the adversary system de
pends on the quality of the debate. To as
sure the highest possible quality, each side 
must have equal opportunity to marshal 
evidence in support of its positions. In a 
legislative body, it is just as ~ential that 
the minority party have sufficient staff assist
ance as it is for either party in a court of 
law to h ave proper counsel. 

The present situation in Congress, as the 
staffing ratio proves, is deplorable with re
spect to counsel for the minority. When both 
Senate and House and the Presidency are 
controlled by the same party, the situation 
is at the point of maximum danger to repre
sentative government. When the minority in 
Congress is reduced to capitalizing on such 
mistakes as are made by the Administration 
(if it can find out about them), effective op
position (if there is any) must come from 
the ranks of the majority party itself. This 
is the present trend and it is a very unrelia
ble state of affairs. The business of the Re
public demands that the effective expression 
of minority views not be allow£"d to rest on 
the capricious, internal strains within the 
party that is charged with the responsibility 
of governing. 

In this connection, I wish to mention a 
Republican-sponsored proposal to give to the 
minority party control of an investigative 
committee of the House whenever the ma
jority party controls both houses of Congress 
and the executive branch. Sponsors of the 
bill are headed by Minority Leader Gerald 
Ford of Michigan, and include Congressman 
Robert H. Michel of lllinois, whose chapter 
in this book is devoted solely to a detailed 
explanation of the proposal. 

Here I mere1y want to point out that the 
adoption of the Republican proposal would 
ease considerably some of the problems of a 
minority party seeking to fulfill its functions 
under the present state of affairs. It would 
help insure against whitewa::;hes of wrong
doing and gross errors on the part of govern
ment officials. 

While outsiders and members of the ma
jority party may be forgiven a feeling of sus
picion at Republican motives in making the 
proposal, in refutation of these I point out 
that there is good Republican precedent for 
the idea. 

In 1923, when both the executive branch 
and both houses of Congress were controlled 
by the Republican Party, rumors of impro-

prieties surrounding the leasing of the Tea
pot Dome oil reserve whirled through the 
Capital. As they grew to a point requiring 
formal investigation, Republicans prevailed 
upon Democratic Senator Thomas J. Walsh 
of Montana to take charge of the investiga
tion. This is a dramatic: example of a case 
in which Republicans gave to the Democrats 
control of an investigation into a major 
scandal involving high-ranking members of 
a Republican Administration. The results 
were salutary and of great benefit to the 
whole country. There should be formal pro
visions enacted. so that this would always 
be the case. 

(It should also be noted that the British 
House of Commons has a Committee of Pub
lic Accounts whose chair!Thl.n is by tradition 
a leading member of the Opposition, usually 
a person who has been Financial Secretary of 
the Treasury. The committee is charged 
with responsibility for Insuring that all pub
lic money is spent in the manner intended 
by Parliament. It promotes economy and 
efficiency and helps to maintain high stand
ards of morality in all public financial mat
ters.) 

In this day and age, more is expected of a 
minority party than mere criticism, a polit
ical platform, and legislative debate. A re
sponsible party must be one in which people 
have confidence and one to which they will 
entrust their destiny. It must be prepared 
to present, in reasonable detail, at least some 
practical alternatives to the hundreds and 
hundreds of complicated and technical is
sues confronting the country. Offering mean
ingful alternatives is no simple task. The 
development of such alternatives requires the 
services of specialists and technicians, men 
and women who have devoted their lives to 
concentrated study of a particular problem. 

By the very nature of a Congressman's job, 
it is very difficult for most Members to be
come as expert as the problems require. They 
must be concerned with too wide a range 
of subjects to permit specialization. Many 
Members of Congress face still another prob
lem. Most Congressmen feel that they simply 
do not have the time to study all legislative 
matters and administrative policies. Just to 
keep up with individual problems of constit
uents is a hugh task. Consider the following 
examples: A shortage of heating coal, fraud 
by mall, eligibility for a pension, the impact 
of a new law, a missing person, a family 
tragedy, a suspected crime, a missing pension 
check, harsh treatment at the hands of a 
government agency, the need for a job, a 
visa, citizenship for a relative or friend, the 
impact of a drought, a rate increase, a public 
transportation problem, a tariff ruling, in
formations concerning the workings of an 
obscure government agency, a man's draft 
status, taxes, naming a mountain, a hardship 
discharge, a promotion, a pay increase--the 
list is endless. 

Besides answering a large volume of mail, 
greeting constituents visiting the Capitol, 
attending to the needs of their districts 
and their party obligations, Congressmen are 
called upon to exercise leadership and con
cern in almost every matter involving the 
federal government. Although some of these 
areas are beyond the immediate control of 
Congress, a Congressman frequently must act 
to rally public opinion or file strong pro
tests on behalf of his constituency. He has 
an important role in reminding the often 
smugly insulated federal agencies that they 
are meant to be the servants and not the 
masters of the people. 

Congressmen have personal staffs to help 
with some of their tasks, but some responsi
bilities cannot be delegated. Some commen
tators have suggested that it would be help
ful to the legislative process to remove cer
tain of these tasks from the Congressman's 
workload by establishing an Ombudsman
type office. This writer is strongly opposed to 
any such proposal. Dealing with constituent 

and district problems is the raw material of 
the legislative process. The Congressman, 
through the power conferred by his constitu
ent's vote and acting, in a sense, as a trustee, 
can cut through red tape and keep our gov
ernment responsive. Even more important is 
the fact that as he performs this function 
the Congressman becomes aware of problems 
which need leg!slati ve action. 

Above all, however, a Congressman is a 
legislator. This most important function 
begins with his committee work. Although 
Congressmen are responsible for final judg
ments in the legislative product of their 
committee work, their acts are influenced in 
many ways by the work of the committee 
staffs. No significant legislation is produced 
without the aid of experts. The staff supplies 
the expertise necessary to reduce the ex
tensive time which few Members of Congress 
can afford to devote to legislative duties. 
Under the direction and supervision of com
mittee members, the staff suggests investi
gations, prepares their preliminary ground
work, and often influences their scope and 
direction. The staff selects witnesses and pre
pares lines of questioning. The staff collects 
mountains of data, checks facts, organizes 
and digests them into manageable propor
tions. The staff may generate or prepare spe
cial studies. Staff people often draft reports 
upon which the most pivotal committee de
cisions are based. In short, the staff does that 
essential spade and leg work few Congress
men have the time to perform. 

The demands on a Congressman's time 
highlight the importance of good staff work. 
Implicit in this situation is the recognition 
that many Congressmen cannot devote as 
much time as they would like to supervising 
the work of their committee staffs. If this 
is so, it suggests yet another reason for ade
quate minority staffing: mindful of human 
nature, it is conceivable that improperly 
supervised staffs could exercise undue infiu
ence over the work of their committees. A 
good check on this, obviously, would be an 
alert minority staff. 

Infrequently, the minority is blessed with 
offers of outside assistance. One memorable 
example occurred when a task force under 
the chairmanship of Representative Prank 
Bow (R., Ohio) and composed of Republican 
members of the House Appropriations Com
mittee undertook a thorough analysis of the 
proposed budget for fiscal 1964. Maurice 
Stans, Directors of the Bureau of the Budget 
under President Eisenhower, and some half 
dozen former members of that agency, pro
vided valuable assistance to the project. The 
economy drive which this effort spearheaded 
resulted in savings of $6.3 billion in the tax
payers of this country. It also permitted 
economy-minded Congressmen to vote for 
the tax cut. 

It is interesting to note that when Con
gressman Bow first announced that he 
thought his task force could recommend 
substantial cuts in the budget, without dam
age to necessary programs, he was challenged 
immediately to itemize the proposed cuts. 
Congressman Bow refused because he feared 
that by thus forewarning agencies their pub
lic relations sections could man the ramparts 
and stave off a threatened economy drive by 
whipping up public opinion as only battle
tested bureaucrats can. I mention this here 
because it shows how important secrecy is in 
connection with legislative strategy. Obvi
ously, a minority which relies entirely on a 
staff responsible to the majority, with lines 
of communication to the executive depart
ments and agencies, is either naive or lazy 
or worse. 

It should be noted here that where the 
minority is deprived of its own staff and 
where members are not as fortunate as Con
gressman Bow in receiving aid, there is al
ways a temptation to turn to private interests 
for help. Without discussing the advantages 
and disadvantages of consulting special in-
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terests in regard to legislation which affects 
them, I shall simply contend that any situa
tion which forces minority Congressmen to 
turn to special interests for staff work is not 
in the best interest of sound representative 
government. 

All Members do, of course, have access to 
the assistance of the Senate and House Legis
lative Counsel for b111-drafting, and to the 
Legislative Reference Service of the Library 
of Congress for research. The primary func
tions of the Senate and House Legislative 
Counsel involve the highly technical and 
specialized task of drafting legislation. The 
staffs of both offices are composed of quali
fied and dedicated personnel. The Legislative 
Reference Service operates exclusively as a 
nonpartisan research and reference service 
for Members of Congress. Its staff has grown 
steadily and in all probability wlll continue 
to grow with the increasing need of Congress 
for specialized research assistance with which 
to deal with the technologica.Ily induced 
changes in our society and economy. Assum
ing that Congress maintains a reasonable 
balance between the legitimate demands for 
staff assistance from these auxiliary sources 
and the actual capacity of the staffs to pro
vide such help, it is the committee staff sys
tem itself on which Congress must princi
pally rely. While organizations like the Leg
islative Reference Service greatly assist indi
vidual Members in their particular areas, 
they cannot substitute commitee staffs. 

But the needs of congressional committees 
go beyond the question of sheer size of a staff 
and reach to the problem of making possible 
an effective distinction between majority 
and minority positions in order to facilitate 
meaningful floor debate and responsible prob
lem-solving. As long as Congress is organized 
on the basis of a differentiation between ma
jority and minority roles, even at the com
mittee level, it is not realistic to expect ade
quate legislation to evolve from a "nonpar
tisan" staff arrangement. 

The nonpartisanship of the 1946 Reorga
nization Act has not, as I have suggested, 
been a success. Some committee staffs in the 
House of Representatives are truly nonpar
tisan, not only in terms of party affiliation 
but in terms of serving members of both par
ties equally. On other committees, the prin
ciple of appointment and control of tenure by 
a majority of the committee has led to con
trol of the staff by the Chairman and almost 
exclusive use of its time by the majority 
party. Even on the few committees which try 
to give equal service to members of both par
ties, it is evident that whoever appoints the 
staff also controls it. Today, the overwhelm
ing majority of committee staff members are 
hired, supervised, promoted, and assigned du
ties by the chairman of the committees. When 
the workload of these committees is heavy, 
the staff nwturally feels obliged to give prefer
ence to the needs of the majority members 
on whom they rely for their jobs. Conse
quently, one can understand why members 
of the minority party cannot always confide 
in or depend upon staff members responsible 
to the opposing party. 

CONCLUSION 

The case for inoreasing the staff available 
to the minority is overwhelming, in my opin
ion. It has been brought to the attention of 
the Joint Committee on the Organization of 
Congress, which is preparing its report and 
recommendations as this book goes to press. 
Very likely the Committee's report will have 
been issued before this paper is published. 
However, because many Members addressed 
themselves to this problem in the course of 
the Committee's extensive hearings and be
cause our Task Force has worked closely With 
the Committee's staff, it is expected that the 
report will contain strong recommendations 
for immediate action to correct the partisan 
imbalance in committee staffing. 

In discussing what should be done, I do 

not believe it is necessary to get into anum
bers game and try to set up any specific ra
tios that will meet the problem. The work of 
every committee i·s different; accordingly, its 
personnel requirements are different. More
over, staffing needs must change in response 
to new developments. 

I strongly believe, however, that the mi
nority on every committee should have the 
right to hire and fire its own staff personnel, 
set their salary scales, and locate them with
out prior approval of the majority. 

Last year, minority members of the Public 
Works Committee asked permission to hire 
an economist to assist them in consideration 
of the extremely involved implications of the 
Appalachian Development Act and the Pub
lic Works and Economic Development Act 
then pending before the Committee. These 
programs involved many social and economic 
factors not normally Within the purview of 
the Public Works Committee. We needed to 
have competent outside advice and counsel. 
The majority turned us down, and we had 
no reeourse but to swallow this decision and 
get along as best we could. This is wrong. We 
should have been able to make our own de
cision on this point and hire the expert we 
wanted. While I have no illusion that the 
final passage of some bills would have been 
changed, greated public knowledge would 
have resulted from clearer delineations of 
portions of them, and it is likely that im
provements in the legislation could have 
been made during the drafting of the bills in 
committee. 

(Another example drawn from the Com
mittee on Public Works is the fact that as 
of this writing more than eight months have 
elapsed since a new subcommittee was au
thorized for the purpose of supervising, over
seeing, and investigating the new Appalach
ian Redevelopment Program and the Public 
Works and Economic Development Act. Com
mittee members of both parties unanimously 
adopted the Resolution creating the new 
subcommittee. This failure to activate the 
subcommittee, while not directly applicable 
to the minority staffing question, is further 
illustration of the need for the minority to 
have an investigative arm of its own. In this 
particular situation, even the majority seems 
powerless to enforce its own formally ap
proved decision. The minority has no chance 
at all.) (The subcommittee finally was acti
vated July 13, 1966.-Ed.) 

Frankly, I wish to state that this concern 
on my part does not stem entirely from the 
fact that I am a member of the current mi
nority party. Although it is true we feel the 
brunt of this staff deprivation at the mo
ment, I expect to feel no differently when 
my party is in the majority. Effective criti
cism from the loyal opposition is essential 
to good government, regardless of which 
party is in control. As far as I am concerned, 
the Republican Party has a commitment 
when it becomes a majority to see that the 
minority is provided adequate staffing. 

FOOTNOTES 

1 Hearings, Joint Committee on the Orga
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2 Ibid., Part 4, p. 527. 
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Branch of Government, American Enter
prise Institute, 1965, Library of Congress 
Catalog No. 66-14193, p. 273. 
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C. Cleveland on S. 2394, 89th Congress, 2nd 
Session: 

"But over the hill and horizon 
A light is beginning to burn; 
Dissent is getting respectful again, 
Thinking is taking a turn .... 

"So courage my lonely colleagues, 
Be of good heart and of cheer; 
Minority views are sometimes read 
And the public's beginning to hear." 

s I had prepared an article for the George 
Washington University Law Review, which 
was not published due to the insistence of 
the faculty adviser that I omit a footnote 
naming the nine persons and monies re
ceived. 

e Rumsfeld, Rep. Donald, (R., Til.), JCOC 
Hearings, Part 4, p. 538 (1965). 

7 Conte., Rep. Silvio (R., Mass.), JCOC 
Hearings, Part 2, p. 278. 

s Wheare, K. c., Government by Commit
tee: An Essay on the British Constitution, 
Oxford University Press, 1955. 

CREATING A MARINE RESOURCES 
CONSERVATION ZONE 

(Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN asked and 
was given permission to extend his re
marks at this point in the RECORD and 
to include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, 
on this opening of the first legislative 
day of the 92d Congress, I am intro
ducing two bills which have as their 
purpose, the creation of a marine re
sources and fish conservation zone along 
the coast of the United States. 

Representing a coastal region in 
northern California, I am acutely aware 
of the need for the type of legislation 
which I also introduced in the 91st Con
gress that will provide the kind of pro
tection and management of our marine 
resources that is absolutely essential for 
the future. 

Of equal concern, is the more immedi
ate problem posed by the systematic in
trusion into and plundering of our ter
ritorial fishing grounds off the coast of 
the continental United States by foreign 
fishing fleets. Whether, in the final anal
ysis, we are su~cessful in establishing a 
50- or a 200-mile fishery conservation 
zone contiguous to our territorial waters 
will decide the ultimate livelihood of the 
American fisherman and the economic 
security of our communities. 

Each year, the threat of our fishery is 
intensified by foreign interests and each 
year, the limits of our fishermen's toler
ance rises closer to the boiling point. 
Nineteen hundred and seventy, on the 
north coast of California, was a particu
larly crucial year with the threat of a di
rect confrontation between American 
and foreign fishermen a point of genuine 
concern. 

The problems with foreign fishing in
terests being encountered now in connec
tion with the current salmon run off our 
east coast, once again point up the need 
for this legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, in light of these esca
lating depredations of and intrusions 
into our off -coast fishing grounds, I be
lieve it is imperative that we, in the Con
gress, move forward this year to estab
lish a basic marine resources conserva
tion zone to protect the American fisher
man and preserve these vital resources 
for futu:·e generations to come. 

I urge early hearings on this legisla
tion in the 92d Congress and am hopeful 
that this matter can be resolved once and 
for all before a confrontation of major 
proportions takes place between our 
country and some foreign nation. 
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THE 18-YEAR-OLD VOTE 
AMENDMENT 

<Mr. SHRIVER asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Speaker, today I 
am joining with colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle in introducing a joint resolu
tion calling for a constitutional amend
ment enabling 18-year-olds to vote in 
State and local elections. 

As we are all aware, the Supreme 
Court, by a 5-to-4 decision last December 
21, upheld those portions of the Voting 
Rights Act of 1970 which lowered the vot
ing age to 18 in presidential and con
gressional elections. At the same time, 
the Court ruled unconstitutional such a 
change in State and local elections as 
embodied in the act. 

As is obvious, this confusing combina
tion of decisions is expected to play 
havoc with the voting procedures of the 
·47 states which do not allow 18-year
olds to vote. Either these States must 
quickly enact their own constitutional 
amendments to allow these young voters 
to participate in State and local elec
tions, or some form of dual voting meth
ods will have to be designed. If, as is 
probable, each State adopts different 
methods of dual voting, future elections 
in our highly mobile society could be 
strangled by a jungle of procedural red
tape. This truly was not the intent of 
Congress. 

In including the 18-year-old voting 
provision in the Voting Rights Act, Con
gress intended to extend the franchise to 
the 11.5 million 18- to 20-year-old citi
zens by means of legislation rather than 
the more difficult route of amending the 
Constitution. There were many, includ
ing myself, who disagreed with this 
method on constitutional grounds. There 
was considerable disagreement in the 
Supreme Court itself on this point, judg
ing from the 5-to-4 decision and the five 
separate opinions comprising 184 pages. 

Last year, during consideration of this 
measure I stated that I felt strongly that 
only States have the authority to deter
mine voting qualifications, and that the 
only constitutional manner in which the 
Federal Government can take this re
sponsibility is through an amendment to 
the Constitution. Article 1, section 2, of 
the Constitution states: 

The House of Representatives shall be 
composed of Members chosen every second 
year by the people of the several States, and 
the electors (voters) of each State shall have 
the qualifications requisite for electors (vot
ers) for the most numerous branch of the 
State legislatures. 

Since even the Court now agrees that 
the States are responsible for determin
ing the qualifications of voters for the 
State legislatures, how can they not be 
deemed to be responsible for determin
ing the qualifications of voters for U.S. 
House of Representatives elections? 

At any rate, the Supreme Court has 
ruled, and the decision, however confus
ing and difficult to implement, must be 

carried out. In taking the stand I took 
last year, it was my opinion that my con
stituents should be given the opportunity 
to be heard on this issue through the 
only procedure under which they would 
be allowed to do so. That is, through the 
submission to them of a constitutional 
amendment. This is the procedure which 
was used for previous franchise exten
sions, specifically the 15th amendment, 
which gave voting rights regardless of 
race, color or previous condition of servi
tude, and the 19th amendment, which 
gave women the right to vote. 

It is for these two reasons-to correct 
an unworkable electoral snarl and to 
allow the people to be heard on this 
issue-that I join in introducing this 
joint resolution. Our new, young voters, 
who have been gr:.nted half-a-franchise, 
should not be discouraged from utilizing 
this privilege because of confusing bal
loting requirements. At the same time, 
our State legislatures should be given a 
clearer picture of what is required in 
regard to these voters. 

We have not accomplished the goal of 
enfranchising our well-informed, con
cerned youth with the method passed 
hurriedly last year. Thus, we must not go 
back and do it the way we should have 
in the beginning: a constitutional 
amendment. I urge prompt passage of 
this joint resolution by both houses, so 
that it might be submitted to the States 
wit:wut delay. 

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION DESIG
NATING THE WEEK OF MARCH 21-
27 AS A "NATIONAL WEEK OF CON
CERN FOR PRISONERS OF WAR/ 
MISSING IN ACTION" 
(Mr. SHRIVER asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
proud to join over 100 of my colleagues 
in the bipartisan introduction of a House 
joint resolution which calls for the desig
nation of the week of March 21-27 as a 
"National Week of Concern for Prisoners 
of War/Missing in Action." It is our hope 
that by setting aside this week to enable 
the American people to express their con
cern and sUpport for the more than 1,600 
prisoners of war and missing in action in 
Vietnam and their anxious families here 
at home, the resulting pressure of world 
opinion might encourage North Vietnam 
to comply with the Geneva Convention. 

There is no question that the pro
visions of the Geneva Convention Rela
tive to the Treatment of Prisoners of War 
of 1949 apply to the current situation in 
Vietnam. North Vietnam, South Vietnam, 
and the United States have all ratified 
or assented to the convention, and the 
international committee of the Red Cross 
has declared that the Vietcong are bound 
by the agreements of North and South 
Vietnam. 

Article 2 of the convention states that 
the provisions "shall apply to all cases 
confiict which may aris£ between two or 
more of the 'high contracting parties,' 
of declared war or of any other armed 
even if the state of war is not recognized 

by one of them." This certainly would 
apply to the conflict in Vietnam, and the 
United States and South Vietnam have 
agreed to the convention's full appli
cability and to honor its provisions. 

For many of the families of these 1,600 
prisoners of war and missing-in-action 
personnel, the most aggravating aspect 
of this tragic situation is simply not 
knowing whether their loved ones are 
living or dead. Article 70 of the conven
tion provides that immediately upon cap
ture, or not more than 1 week after ar
rival at a camp, every prisoner shall be 
allowed to write to his family and to an 
international prisoner of war agency, 
such as the Red Cross, informing them 
of his capture, his address in captivity, 
and his state of health. 

The North Vietnamese Government 
has refused to allow this simple notifi
cation of capture. Many of the other ar
ticles are similarly violated. Articles 71 
and 76 authorize the sending of at least 
two letters and four postcards a month 
by each prisoner. Obviously, this is not 
being allowed. The record concerning 
packages sent to these men by their fam
ilies has also been discouraging. 

Article 126 authorizes the neutral in
spection of prison facilities. North Viet
nam has not allowed the international 
committee of the Red Cross to enter for 
this purpose. Articles 109 and 110 re
quire that the seriously sick and wounded 
prisoners be repatriated as soon as they 
are able to travel. This has not been 
done. Article 26 requires that food be 
sufficient in quantity and quality to 
maintain health and prevent weight loss 
or nutritional deficiencies. Even the 
propaganda pictures which have been 
released by North Vietnam show clearly 
that the food is not adequate. 

Mr. Speaker, the treatment these pris
oners are receiving is in violation of arti
cle 13 of the convention, which states: 

Prisoners of war must at all times be hu
manely treated. 

The only tragic precedent in civilized 
times for the actions of North Vietnam 
occurred during the Korean war when 
of the 7,000 Americans believed captured 
by North Korea, only 4,428 survived cap
tivity. 

The weight of world opinion, which 
has shown some success recently in the 
Soviet Union and in Spain regard
ing civilian prisoners, must be brought 
to bear now on North Vietnam. Our Gov
ernment has given top priority to this 
problem at the Paris peace talks. The 
United Nations General Assembly 
adopted a resolution last month calling 
upon all parties to comply with the 
provisions of the 1949 Convention. Sec
retary of Defense Laird has stated that: 

Until the prisoners are released there will 
be no total and complete withd·rawal of 
the American presence in Vietnam. 

Congress itself has passed several reso
lutions expressing its deep concern for 
these men and its outrage over North 
Vietnam's barbarian treatment of them 
and their families. On September 22 of 
last year, there was an unprecedented 
joint session of Congress devoted to this 
problem. A year earlier the House held 
a special order session dedicated to these 
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men, and the proceedings fllled more than 
70 pages in the RECORD. 

This joint resolution will enable the 
American people to properly demonstrate 
to the world and especially to North Viet
nam that we are a united nation in our 
support for our prisoners of war and 
missing in action. 

In recent weeks, there has been a slight 
improvement in the flow of mail from 
North Vietnam to the families, and more 
parcels have been allowed into the prison 
camps. There is some unofficial indica
tion that the North Vietnamese might be 
more willing to notify the families of 
these men as to their status. I submit 
that these slight improvements are direct 
results of growing public interest and 
concern about these men. This resolu
tion will allow this public interest to con
tinue, hopefully with increasingly posi
tive results. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. EDMONDSON, on account of official 

business in Oklahoma on January 22, 
1971. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legisla
tive program and any special orders here
tofore entered, was granted to: 

Mr. Dow, for 1 hour, January 28, 1971, 
and to revise and extend his remarks and 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. HALL, for 10 minutes, today, and 
to revise and extend his remarks and in
clude extraneous matter. 

Mr. MicHEL, for 10 minutes, today, and 
to revise and extend his remarks and in
clude extraneous matter. 

(The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. KYL) to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
material:) 

Mr. HoGAN, for 30 minutes, today. 
Mr. SCHWENGEL, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. MILLER of Ohio, for 5 minutes, to-

day. 
Mr. FINDLEY, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. ANDERSON of Dlinois, for 10 min

utes, today. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

Mr. PRICE of Texas, for 15 minutes, 
today. 

(The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. TEAGUE of Texas) to revise 
and extend their remarks and include 
extraneous material:) 

Mr. PRYOR of Arkransas, for 60 minutes, 
today. 

Mr. REuss, for 30 minutes, today. 
Mr. FLOOD, for 20 minutes, today. 
Mr. FuLTON of Tennessee, for 20 min

utes, today. 
Mr. HARRINGTON, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. MONTGOMERY, for 60 minutes, Jan. 

uary 27. 
Mr. MIKVA, for 60 minutes, January 28. 
Mr. FLOOD, for 60 minutes, January 28. 
Mr. ADAMs, for 60 minutes, January 26. 
Mr. ADAMS, for 60 minutes, January 28. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

Mr. BoLAND in two instances and to in
clude extraneous matter. 

Mr. FASCELL in three instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. MILLER of California in five in
stances and to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. ZABLOCKI, and to include extrane
ous matter. 

(The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. KYL) and to include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. RIEGLE. 
Mr. SCHERLE in 10 instances. 
Mr. STEIGER Of Wisconsin in two in-

stances. 
Mr. CoNTE. 
Mr. PETTIS. 
Mr. BROOMFIELD in three instances. 
Mr. HORTON in six instances. 
Mr. BAKER. 
Mr. McDoNALD of Michigan. 
Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia in two in-

stances. 
Mr. HUNT. 
Mr. LUJAN. 
Mr. RAILSBACK in two instances. 
Mr. SCHMITZ. 
Mr. MoRsE. 
Mr. McCLURE. 
Mr. MIZELL in two instances. 
Mr. CoLLINS of Texas in five instances. 
Mr. ZWACH in two instances. 
Mr. DERWINSKI in three instances. 
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Mr. GUBSER. 
Mr. WYMAN in two instances. 
Mr. MILLER of Ohio in two instances. 
Mr. BROTZMAN. 
Mr. FuLTON of Pennsylvania in five 

instances. 
Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts. 
Mr. SANDMAN. 
Mr. WIDNALL. 
Mr. KEITH. 
Mr. PRICE of Texas in 10 instances. 
Mr. CoLLIER in four instances. 
Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. 
Mr. PELLY in three instances. 
<The following Members <at the re

quest of Mr. TEAGUE of Texas) and to 
include extraneous material:) 

Mr. DENT in four instances. 
Mr. BOLLING. 
Mr. HAMILTON in 10 instances. 
Mr. TEAGUE of Texas in six instances. 
Mr. MAHON in two instances. 
Mr. DELANEY. 
Mr. O'NEILL in six instances. 
Mr. HARRINGTON in two instances. 
Mr. PATTEN in three instances. 
Mr. KARTH. 
Mr. BINGHAM. 
Mr. FASCELL in three instances. 
Mr. KASTENMEIER in three instances. 
Mr. GREEN of Pennsylvania in four in-

stances. 
Mr. PucrnsKI in six instances. 
Mr. DowNING in two instances. 
Mr. MOLLOHAN in three instances. 
Mr. RARICK in five instances. 
Mr. GALIFIANAKIS in two instances. 
Mr. RoNCALio in two instances. 
Mr. GIAIMO in 10 instances. 
Mr. ANDERSON of California in two in-

stances. 
Mr. Mm:vA in eight instances. 
Mr. BEVILL. 
Mr. KocH in six instances. 
Mr. GALLAGHER in three instances. 
Mr. JoHNSON of California in three in

stances. 
Mr. WoLFF in three instances. 
Mr. HUNGATE in two instances. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 

move that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly (at 4 o'clock and 5 minutes p.m.) r 
the House adjourned until tomorrow. 
Friday, January 22, 1971, at 12 o'clock 
noon. 

EXTEN,SIONS OF REMARKS 
REPORT TO NINTH DISTRICT CON

STITUENTS, JANUARY 18, 1971 

HON. LEE H. HAMILTON 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, January 21, 1971 
Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, under 

leave to extend my remarks in the REc
ORD, I include the following commentary 
on the 92d Congress: 

WASHINGTON REPORT, JANUARY 18, 1971 
(By Congressman LEE H. IIAMYLTON) 

Although the 91st Congress compiled a sub
stantial legislative record, it was overshad
owed, to a great extent, by the bickering and 

tumult which brought the session to a close. 
Each Congress, to a great extent, sets the 

mood and direction o! the upcoming Con
gress. The legacy o! the 9lst, I believe, is a 
growing realization that reforms in the way 
Congress operates are needed. The 11th-hour 
dilemma of the 91st Congress demonstrated 
graphically its inability to handle quickly 
and effectively the growing and complex 
problems o! the Nation. 

It is becoming painfully apparent that 
better housekeeping is in order. Any institu
tion that is unable to approve its budget 
until 6 or 7 months after the fiscal year al
ready has begun needs radical surgery. Part 
o! the problem is due to the increased size 
and complexity of government. But it is also 
due to the obsolete procedures, and a leader
ship weakened by the requirements of seni
ority and the privileges o! incumbency. 

The overriding aim in any reform o! the 
Congress must be to improve the quality of 
legislation, not necessarily the quantity. The 
9lst Congress set the stage for the 92nd 
Congress to take positive steps to make the 
institution o! Congress more responsive to 
the majority of its members, to insure better 
deliberation o! the issues, and to favor the 
elected leadership of the Congress, not leader
ship a.utom.a.tica.Uy achieved on the basis o! 
length o! service. 

The 91st Congress left a lengthy agenda 
o! unfinished business !or the upcoming 
Congress, which goes to work January 21. 
Among the first items to be considered will 
be increases in Social Security benefits and 
automatic adjustments tied to cost-of-living 
increases-a measure which passed both 
Houses but perished when it became snarled 
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